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ABSTRACT
EFFECTIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND LEADERSHIP THEORY FOR
HOMELAND SEURITY ORGANIZATIONS
Lowell Dimoff

The Department of Homeland (DHS) was borne of the fires of 9/11 and assigned
the mission to protect America from terrorism, and what has subsequently grown into a
broad range of threats. As evidenced by reports produced by governmental watchdog
agencies and academic literature, DHS has been widely criticized for its response to a
number of emergencies, and the morale of its workforce remains at or near the bottom of
all federal government agencies. Using existing literature and theory as a baseline, this
dissertation will examine organizational structure and leadership theory as applied to
homeland security organizations through a comparative analysis of the views of
homeland security practitioners. Existing literature on the broad concepts of
organizational structure and leadership is abundant, however, there is much less work that
seeks to examine the concepts through the lens of homeland security organizations. A
mixed methodology will be implemented using a survey instrument that was
administered to via an online platform to help enlighten the discussion and add to the
existing body of literature. The goal of this research is to fill an existing gap in the
application of existing works to homeland security organizations, and to inform
homeland security leaders of best organizational models to achieve their missions.
Admittedly, this research will be limited in scope to a small population centered around
one geographic area, but it is the hope of this author that subsequent research will help
fill in the gaps left by this study.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Homeland security organizations in the United States can be traced back to the
establishment of the Council of National Defense which was created by Congress in 1916
(U.S. Code, 1916). The council was established to coordinate activities related to national
welfare and security; and consisted of the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, Interior,
Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor (U.S. Code, 1916). Although decommissioned
following World War I, the council can be considered the first organized attempt by the
federal government to coordinate response activities across jurisdictions throughout the
country. In the spring of 1941, the Office of Civilian Defense, situated within the Office
of Emergency Management of the Executive Office of the President of the United States,
was created to coordinate state and federal protection of the civilian population in the
event the United States found itself dragged into World War II (National Archives,
2016). Post-World War II attempts to solidify and coordinate responses to national
disaster have gone through multiple iterations, including Presidential Executive Orders
12127 and 12128 that created the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), as
well as The Stafford Act of 1988 which attempted to provide national framework for
emergency response (FEMA, 2020). In 1998, The Commission on National Security/21 st
Century, commonly referred to as the ‘Hart-Rudman Commission,’ championed the
creation of a cabinet level National Homeland Security Agency and the framework
needed to coordinate national response to disasters (Lathrop and Eaglen, 2001). Perhaps
the most sweeping organizational changes to the federal government’s approach to
emergency response structure, leveraging the work of Hart-Rudman, occurred in the early
twenty-first century.
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On the morning of September 11, 2001, the United States was attacked on its
continental soil by the Islamic Terrorist Organization Al Qaeda. The nation responded by
creating the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), given the sweeping mission to
“safeguard the American people, our homeland, and our values” (DHS, 2019, para 1). As
DHS struggled with the scope and gravity of its mission it implemented national response
plans and various methodologies to determine how to best lead and coordinate jointagency disaster mitigation and response operations. The department initially focused its
efforts on countering the terrorist threat, but over time interpreted its protection mission
more broadly as an “all-discipline, all-hazard” approach as identified in the National
Response Plan (DHS, 2019, p. 1). Therefore, the department must be postured to lead
response operations to a diverse set of threats and emergencies ranging from the complex
menace of terrorism, through national disasters, accidents, and any other conceivable
catastrophe.
Framing the Problem
Since inception, DHS and its components have frequently been criticized for their
response efforts, and their inability to achieve effective unity of command across various
responding entities. In its review of the FEMA response to Hurricane Katrina, the DHS
Office of Inspector General (OIG) noted that incident command structures and unified
command were implemented with “varying levels of success” (DHS, 2006, p. 19).
Additionally, three of the OIG’s formal recommendations involved 1) clarification of
command roles and structures, 2) improving coordination, and 3) developing a
“hierarchical” organizational chart for ESF-15 operations (DHS, 2006, p. 187-188).
NOTE: The National Response Framework establishes fifteen Emergency Support
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Functions (ESF) to help guide the coordination of federal interagency support to state and
local governments during crisis response; ESF-15 referenced above focuses on external
affairs, or what is commonly thought of as public affairs (DHS NRP, 2019). The DHS
Standard Operating Procedure for ESF-15 activities published in July of 2019, does
establish a hierarchical box and line organizational chart for ESF-15 operations as
recommended by the OIG in the above referenced report (A-12). Likewise, a Hurricane
Katrina after-action report prepared by Disaster Medical Assistance Team (DMAT) OR-2
found several command issues including a lack of “…organized internal command and
control structure,” and that “there was no formalized unified command established…”
between the many responding agencies (Miller, McNamara, and Jui, 2005, p. 4). Fast
forward to the FEMA review of its response to Hurricane Sandy in 2012, and more calls
can be found to ensure unity of effort and coordination, for improved mission assignment
processes, and for enhanced incident management structures (FEMA, 2013).
Recommendations to accentuate coordination between responding public and private
entities and to improve the National Response Framework can also be found in the
FEMA after-action report that examined the 2017 hurricane season (FEMA, 2018).
Negative commentary regarding DHS does not end with outside assessments of
its performance managing situations in the field, DHS employees themselves have
repeatedly shown displeasure with the management and operation of the department. The
United States government’s Office of Personnel Management (OPM) periodically
administers the Federal Employment Viewpoint Survey (FEVS) to collect and analyze
employee feedback on management practices and priorities. The survey is regularly sent
to personnel at all levels of all federal government agencies; for example, in 2020
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invitations to complete the FEVS were sent to nearly 1.5 million federal employees, of
which 44.3% (624,800) responded (OPM, 2020, p. 2). Similar response rates were
achieved in 2019 when invitations to complete the FEVS were again sent to nearly 1.5
million federal employees, of which over six-hundred thousand replied for a response
rate of 42.6% (OPM, 2019, p. 1). A report completed by the United States Government
Accountability Office (GAO) in 2020, notes that since inception in 2003, DHS has
continued to battle low employee morale and engagement as evidenced by the OPM
FEVS (Currie, 2020). For the purpose of the FEVS, organizations are broken down into
five categories by population size so that agencies of similar sizes can be compared to
one another (OPM, 2020). The five agency categories established by OPM in ascending
order are, 1) Very Small: <100 employees, 2) Small: 100-999 employees, 3) Medium:
1,000-9,999 employees, 4) Large: 10,000-74,999 employees, and 5) Very Large: >75,000
employees (OPM, 2020). DHS employs more than 240,000 employees ranking it as the
third largest cabinet-level department, and as such is categorized as Very Large for FEVS
purposes.
One area of the FEVS that is commonly consulted is the Global Satisfaction Index
(GSI), which expresses a combination of employee satisfaction with their job, their pay,
their organization, and their willingness to recommend their organization as a good place
to work (GAO, 2019). According to the 2020 FEVS, DHS ranked last on the Global
Satisfaction Index of all large and very large federal agencies in each of the last five years
beginning in 2016, see Table 1, (OPM Appendix G, 2020). Markedly, DHS ranked eight
points below the government wide GSI in 2020, see Table 1, (OPM Appendix G, 2020).
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Table 1
FEVS Global Satisfaction Index: 2016 – 2020
Size Category
Governmentwide

Large
Large
Large

Large
Very Large
Large

Very Large
Very Large

Large
Large

Very Large
Very Large
Very Large
Very Large
Large
Very Large
Large

Large
Very Large

Very Large

Agency
Governmentwide
National Aeronautics and
Space Administration
General Services
Administration
Department of Energy
Department of
Transportation
Department of Health and
Human Services
Department of Commerce
OSD, Joint Staff, Defense
Agencies, & Field
Activities (DOD 4th
Estate)
Department of the Treasury
Environmental Protection
Agency
Department of Labor
United States Department
of the Navy
Department of Defense,
overall
United States Department
of the Army
United States Department
of the Air Force
Department of the Interior
Department of Justice
Department of State
Social Security
Administration
Department of Agriculture
Department of Homeland
Security

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
61
64
64
65
69

78

80

80

81

84

70

75

75

77

82

65

68

70

70

75

64

68

68

67

74

67

71

71

72

74

68

70

71

71

74

63

65

67

67

71

60

63

62

64

71

66

66

61

64

70

66

68

65

65

70

63

66

65

66

70

62

65

65

66

70

60

64

65

66

69

62

64

63

64

69

63
68
70

65
68
68

64
66
65

64
66
66

67
67
67

66

67

65

64

65

64

67

61

60

64

49

55

56

56

61

Note. Table 1 from OPM (2020) Appendix G, Global Satisfaction by Agency.
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Another area of the FEVS that is closely monitored is the Employee Engagement
Index (EEI) that examines questions from the survey to measure conditions conducive for
engagement and effective leadership (GAO, 2021). EEI essentially examines the triad of;
1) Leaders Lead – effective leadership, 2) Supervisor – effective supervision which is a
bi-product of leadership, and 3) Intrinsic Work Experience – feelings of motivation and
competency, See Figure 1 (OPM, 2020, p. 3). According to the 2020 FEVS, DHS ranked
last on the EEI of all large and very large federal agencies in each of the last five years
beginning in 2016, see Table 2, (OPM Appendix G, 2020). Notably in 2020, DHS only
ranked better on EEI than three (two-small and one-medium) of the eighty-three agencies
of any size included in the FEVS (OPM Appendix G, 2020).
Figure 1
Employee Engagement Index

Note. Figure 1 from OPM. 2020, p. 3.
Nestled within the overall calculation of EEI, is the category “Leaders Lead”
which reflects employee perceptions of the quality of leadership they receive based on
factors such as leadership integrity, behavior, and communications (OPM, 2020, p. 3).
DHS ranked second to last of all very large and large organizations on the 2020 and 2019
6

FEVS, and last of all very large and large organizations in the 2018, 2017, and 2016
FEVS, See Table 3 (OPM Appendix G, 2020).
Table 2
FEVS Employee Engagement Index: 2016 – 2020
Size Category
Governmentwide

Large
Large
Large

Very Large
Large

Large
Very Large
Very Large
Very Large
Very Large
Very Large
Large
Very Large
Large
Large

Large
Very Large
Very Large

Large

Agency
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Governmentwide
65
67
68
68
72
National Aeronautics and
Space Administration
80
82
82
83
87
General Services
Administration
72
76
76
78
83
Department of Energy
68
70
72
72
77
Department of Health and
Human Services
70
72
73
74
76
Department of Commerce 69
71
71
73
76
Department of
Transportation
67
69
69
69
76
Department of the
Treasury
67
68
68
69
75
United States Department
of the Air Force
67
68
68
70
74
United States Department
of the Navy
67
69
69
70
74
OSD, Joint Staff, Defense
Agencies, and Field
Activities (DOD 4th
Estate)
66
67
69
70
74
Department of Defense,
overall
66
68
69
70
74
Environmental Protection
Agency
67
69
67
68
73
United States Department
of the Army
64
68
68
70
73
Department of Labor
69
70
68
68
73
Department of State
70
69
68
68
72
Department of the
Interior
63
66
65
66
69
Department of
Agriculture
66
68
65
65
69
Department of Justice
68
68
67
67
69
Social Security
Administration
67
67
67
67
68
7

Very Large

Department of
Homeland Security

56

60

60

62

66

Note. Table 2 from OPM (2020) Appendix G, Employee Engagement Index by Agency.
It should be noted that OPM cautions that comparison of results between 2020
and previous years should be made carefully as employees and organizations were
wrestling with the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic (OPM, 2020). That point and the
pandemic notwithstanding, DHS performance on the 2020 FEVS was consistent with its
FEVS performance since inception of the department.
Table 3
FEVS Leaders Lead: 2016 – 2020
Size Category
Governmentwide

Large
Large
Very Large
Large

Very Large
Very Large
Large
Large
Very Large
Very Large
Very Large

Agency
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Governmentwide
53
55
56
57
62
National Aeronautics and
71
74
73
75
81
Space Administration
General Services
61
67
67
69
78
Administration
Department of Health
60
63
64
64
68
and Human Services
Department of Energy
55
58
59
60
67
United States
Department of the Air
58
60
59
61
66
Force
Department of the
55
56
56
58
65
Treasury
Department of
57
58
60
62
65
Commerce
Department of
54
55
56
55
65
Transportation
OSD, Joint Staff,
Defense Agencies, and
56
57
59
60
64
Field Activities (DOD
4th Estate)
Department of Defense,
55
58
58
60
64
overall
United States
55
59
59
59
64
Department of the Navy
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Very Large
Large

Large
Very Large
Large

Large
Very Large
Very Large
Large

United States
Department of the Army
Department of Labor
Social Security
Administration
Department of Justice
Department of State
Environmental
Protection Agency
Department of
Agriculture
Department of
Homeland Security
Department of the
Interior

53

57

57

59

63

59

60

57

56

62

58

58

57

57

59

58
60

58
54

55
53

56
54

57
56

52

54

48

50

56

51

54

49

49

55

40

45

47

49

54

47

51

49

48

53

Note. Table 3 from OPM (2020) Appendix G, Employee Engagement Index by Agency.
Confounding the negative results depicted on various FEVS, are historically
overwhelmingly positive employee response rates to questions on the survey that
underscore the affinity DHS employees have for their work which they feel is important,
and indications that employees are willing to put in extra effort to achieve their mission
(OPM, 2019). For example, in the 2019 FEVS results 93% of DHS employees responded
positively to the question “When needed I am willing to put in the extra effort to get a job
done,” 88% responded positively when asked if their work is important, 78% indicated
that they like the kind of work they do; these figures are consistent with government wide
response rates of 96%, 90%, and 83% respectively (p. 23-24). A conclusion can be drawn
that leadership may be failing a workforce who clearly believes in their mission and
enjoys their job, yet consistently ranks their workplace as among the worst in
government. The GAO would agree as it has acknowledged that DHS has made some
improvement, but also found that the department still lags several points behind the
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government wide average in the EEI, and that leadership accountability is a recurring
issue which demonstrates that DHS has more work to do (GAO, 2020).
Despite incorporation of lessons learned, and the many improvements that have
been made by the department, it is apparent that there is much work to be done in the area
of organizational construct, leadership, and incident management. The above
contradictions, poor operational performance, and subpar employee satisfaction,
juxtaposed with strong employee attachment to the mission and an almost unrivaled
dedication, lead to the hypothesis that there is a disconnect between the organizational
structure and leadership theory practiced by DHS. Therefore, this dissertation will
attempt to determine what is the most effective organizational structure and leadership
theory for a homeland security organization by soliciting practitioners in the field.
Review of Relevant Literature
Academic bodies of literature put forth various organizational theories, each often
advocating for differing methodologies to establish effective unit performance. This
literature, however contradictory, can inform the creation of effective organizational
structure needed for homeland security organizations. Four commonly recognized
organizational theories are: 1) Bureaucratic, 2) Rational System Perspective, 3) Division
of Labor, and 4) Contingency Theory. This dissertation will focus on two of those
theories, Bureaucratic and Contingency Theory.
The bureaucratic model is grounded on the division of work, generally organized
by purpose, process, person, or place (Kettl, 2003). Bureaucratic arrangements can be
rapidly implemented and are designed to exercise maximum control. Bureaucratic
organizations usually have goals to achieve efficiency, productivity, and control
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(Organization Communications Channel, 2018). Critics of this system argue that it less
flexible and agile than other organizational systems. Standing in near opposition to the
bureaucratic model is the contingent or “adaptive management model,” that incorporates
many elements of the open systems approach (Wise, 2006). Some argue that the adaptive
management model is the most effective organizational model for emergency response
organizations (Wise, 2006). Built on a flexible foundation, the adaptive model functions
in a learning capacity; thus, allowing for agility and the ability to adjust for errors (Wise,
2006). To this concept, Kapucu (2005) adds the ideas of “dynamic network theory” and
“complex adaptive systems;” noting that they are appropriate in fluid situations and offer
robustness, resourcefulness, redundancy, and rapidity (p. 35-37). The body of research on
organizational theory is largely general in nature and is written for application across
many types of organizations. Where it has been applied to homeland security
organizations it tends to be localized to a specific state, jurisdiction, or agency.
As noted by Brazer, Kruse, and Conley (2014), organizational theory informs how
leadership will occur within the organizational paradigm as the organization itself sets the
context for leadership style. Therefore, any examination of organizational structure would
be incomplete if it did not also peer into the various leadership styles. Leadership style
examines how individual leaders manage operations within the organizational framework
established by the entity in which they work. James (2011) examination of organizational
science as applied to homeland security concluded that ultimately leadership style
influences organizational structure and leadership vision helps incorporate change. The
body of work on organizational structure concludes, or at the very least strongly hints at
the notion that certain leadership styles tend to harmonize with various structures, i.e., a
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more direct autocratic leadership style will blend more with a hierarchical structure
whereas a collaborative leadership style would better match a decentralized or networked
organization.
The decision-making process employed by an organization or leader can be
significantly influenced by organizational structure and leadership. Decision making is a
sweeping topic, and how it is influenced by organizational structure and leadership style
within the homeland security paradigm should be the subject of a separate study; this
dissertation will merely touch on the many nuances of decision making in an attempt to
demonstrate the link between these important concepts. Decision making can be defined
as the cognitive process an individual or group utilize to select the best alternative to
solve a problem (Rimamchaten and Musa). The literature identifies several decisionmaking models; two commonly cited models are the normative or rational model, and the
naturalistic descriptive or bounded rationality model (Rimamchaten and Musa). The
rational model is appropriate for ideal situations when decision makers have complete
information, time to analyze alternatives, are confident with projected outcomes, and
when decisions are made in confidence (Rimamchaten and Musa). The bounded
rationality model may be more appropriate than pure rationality in situations [commonly
faced by homeland security professionals] when decision makers lack a full picture of the
situation, do not have all the pieces of information, and may be making decisions under
tight time constrains (Rimamchaten and Musa).
While there are volumes that speak to organizational and leadership theory, and
while there have been limited studies conducted at the state or local level of security, the
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literature lacks a scientific examination of these theories as applied to a federal apparatus
such as DHS.
Research Questions
The literature opines that in practice organizational structures and leadership
theory are inexorably linked and in order to be successful must be harmonious in
application. Certain types of structures lend themselves to certain leadership behaviors,
while a certain action by leadership not attuned to the structure in which it operates can
result in a toxic culture. How this applies in the context of a homeland security
organization will be explored as follows.
R1: What type of organizational structure is best suited for homeland security
organizations?
H1: Organizational structures impact the performance of a homeland security
organization.
H2: Adaptive and flexible organizational structures are more effective than
rigid structures for homeland security organizations.
R2: What leadership style is most appropriate for homeland security
organizations?
H1: Leadership style does impact the performance of a homeland security
organization.
H2: Traits associated with transformational leadership style are more
appropriate for homeland security organizations.
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Measurement
In order to resolve the research questions mixed quantitative and qualitative
research methodology was used. An internet-based survey was designed and validated by
this researcher to solicit responses from participants. Survey responses will inform
answers to the research questions examined by this study. The many benefits of internet
data collection instruments include, 1) broad reach, 2) flexibility, 3) timeliness, and 4)
simple data analysis (Evans and Mathur, 2005).
The author examined multiple existing and previously validated survey
instruments, to include the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire MLQ-5x Short, and the
Organizational Description Questionnaire by Mind Garden. In addition to this review,
this author also had discussions with the instrument developer and found neither of these
instruments to be appropriate, or easily modifiable to probe appropriate responses to the
research questions posed in this study.
In this study the dependent variable is the effectiveness of a particular form of
organizational structure affected by several independent variables. Independent variables
involved in the study include: 1) hierarchal command structure, 2) decentralized
command structure, 3) National Incident Command Structure, 4) open system structure,
5) bureaucratic structure, 6) autocratic leadership, and 7) transformational leadership.
A survey was used to examine both qualitative and quantitative measures,
examining both nominal and ordinal variables. Utilizing the common organizational
structures from the existing literature, questions asked participants to quantify their level
of experience with each type, as well as their perception of the effectiveness of each.
Additionally, close-ended questions asked participants to describe the organizational
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structure of their institution, followed up with ordinal ratings of effectiveness of that
structure. Subject responses to close-ended questions were measured on either a 5-Point
Likert-Scale or a 7-Point Likert-Type scale. This method is in alignment with Leedy and
Ormrod (2019) who posit that Likert scales are useful when measuring attitudes on a
continuum.
Measures for central tendency (mean, median and mode) and frequency were used
in analyzing survey data collected. Based on response rates and diversity of respondents,
additional analysis using Independent Sample t-tests was conducted after separating
respondents into two separate groups; 1) Supervisors – that included respondents who
identified themselves as a supervisor, manager, or senior leader, and 2) non-Supervisors –
that included respondents who identified themselves as a team leader, non-supervisor, or
who selected the response option N/A.
One key term utilized throughout this dissertation and the survey instrument is the
word “effective.” In the context of the research survey respondents are repeatedly asked
to rate the effectiveness of various types of organizational structures and leadership
models as applied to homeland security organizations. A common definition of the word
effective is, “producing a desired result; efficient” (Webster’s, 2003, p. 208). Therefore
effectiveness as used in this study is the extent to which an organizational structure or
leadership model achieves the desired result.
A survey of this type has not been conducted in the past, and it is anticipated that
the results will add practitioner insight to the existing body of literature and provide
options for homeland security leaders to improve organizational performance.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Framing the Issue
To answer the research question posed in this dissertation, it is necessary to
examine the previous work done in this area; but first it is necessary to frame the problem
by identifying the phrases “organizational structure,” and “homeland security
organization.” Maguire (2003), notes that while some researchers continue to debate the
term organizational structure, a basic consensus has emerged in the literature. According
to Scott (1992), organizational structure is defined as “the formal apparatus through
which organizations accomplish two core activities: 1) the division of labor, and 2) the
coordination of work” (Maguire, 2003, p. 11). Mintzberg (1979) added to the discussion
with his conclusion that organizational structure can be “…defined simply as the sum
total of the ways in which it [the organization] divides its labor into distinct tasks and
then achieves coordination among them (Maguire, 2003, p.11). This study will use the
Scott (1992) definition to define organizational structure.
The phrase homeland security organization is broad in nature and can mean many
things based on context and experience. Kahan (2013) noted that many years after the
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the US Government, academia, and practitioners
do not have a single definition for homeland security. Bellavita (2008) pointed to a
minimum of seven definitions of homeland security ranging in scope from terrorism, all
hazards, through broad national security functions. Fitzpatrick (2015) views homeland
security organizational structures through three lenses; 1) the law enforcement homeland
security entity, 2) the emergency management homeland security entity, and 3) the
integrated law enforcement/emergency management homeland security entity (p. 1).
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These varied viewpoints may lend credence to the adage that ‘where you sit is where you
stand,’ but offer little clarity to the research question at hand. To add lucidity to the
nature of this study, homeland security organization will be defined as a governmental
agency that has the responsibility to lead, manage, and coordinate multi-jurisdictional
emergency response operations.
How We Arrived Here
In the 1970s “FIRESCOPE” was created by the U.S. Forest Service and the state
of California to manage large-scale emergency response operations, such as those
following wildfires (Harrald, 2006, p. 263). FIRESCOPE would lay the groundwork for
what would become the Incident Command System (ICS), and what in 1982 would
evolve into the National Interagency Incident Management System (Harrald, 2006). In
1989, the U.S Coast Guard was among the first organizations to adopt early ICS
processes following its response to the Exon Valdez oil spill (Harrald, 2006).
Over time, ICS would frame seven principles of organizational structure as related
to emergency response: 1) standardization, 2) functional specificity, 3) manageable span
of control, 4) unit integrity, 5) unified command, 6) management by objectives, and 7)
comprehensive resource management (Lindell, Prater, and Perry, 2006, p. 259). Seven
principles that many consider as still valid today.
Although early efforts to establish ICS did have positive impacts, various regions
of the country continued to put their own twist on organizational structure. Cowper
(2000) acknowledges that ICS has developed over the last two decades, but that ICS
“suffers from structural inconsistencies and ignores fundamental organizational and
operational doctrines which tend to diminish its effectiveness” (p. 241). Subsequent
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improvements to ICS came with implementation of the National Incident Management
System – a key advantage to which is that it is used daily and leverages all resources
available to an incident commander (Lindell, et al., 2006).
National Incident Management System
The National Incident Management System (NIMS) was first published by DHS
and the Federal Emergency Management Agency in 2004 to provide a standardized
approach to preparation and response, and dedicates several pages to organizational
structure (FEMA, 2017). NIMS was an attempt by the federal government to move from
a “performance oriented approach” that allowed individual jurisdictions to develop their
own structure to meet planning criteria, to a more “prescriptive approach” whereby
common structure would be encouraged – but not mandated or enforced (Lindell, et al.,
2006, p. 259). NIMS incorporates and improves upon ICS and contains the three key
principles of: 1) Flexibility, 2) Standardization, and 3) Unity of Effort (FEMA, 2017, p.
3). Nestled within the pages of NIMS is the modern version of the ICS.
Today’s ICS seeks to provide a uniform methodology to the command, control,
and coordination of emergency response management, as well as common structure and
terminology intended to level the playing field for personnel responding from a multitude
of organizations (FEMA, 2017). ICS attempts to provide unity of command by
establishing either: 1) a Single Incident Commander as illustrated by Figure 2, or 2) a
Unified Command Structure as illustrated by Figure 3 (FEMA, 2017).
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Figure 2
Incident Command System – Single Incident Commander

Note. Figure 2 illustrates chain of command structure for an Incident Command Structure
employing a single commander. From FEMA NIMS, 2017, p. 25.
A single incident command essentially places one official in charge of all
operations, whereas a unified command structure is thought to improve unity of
command by forming a command body from various jurisdictions and/or response
specialties (FEMA, 2017). Key to the success of each is that one body is in charge of the
event and responsible for decision making and keeping subordinate units informed and
working together (FEMA, 2017).
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Figure 3
Incident Command System – Unified Command

Note. Figure 3 illustrates chain of command structure for an Incident Command Structure
employing a single commander. From FEMA NIMS, 2017, p. 25.
Critics of NIMS and ICS often point to their perceived failures, and/or indicate
that the system is too bureaucratic in nature to be effective. Arguably tested for the first
time in 2005 in response to Hurricane Katrina, NIMS has been the subject of frequent
criticism. Likewise, DHS response to subsequent disasters have also called some of the
organizational precepts of NIMS into question. The 2017 hurricane season in the U.S.,
and specifically the response to Hurricane Maria in Puerto Rico are examples of when
lack of adequate multi-agency coordination significantly contributed to an ineffective
response. Hernandez (2018) notes that post-Maria FEMA resources, communications,
and response capabilities were strained, and a lack of situational awareness impacted
interagency efforts. According to FEMA (2018) the combination of effects from
Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria strained and overwhelmed resources and allocated
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capabilities. As a lesson learned from the 2017 season, FEMA (2018) sought to better
integrate its personnel into state emergency management offices.
A common criticism of NIMS and ICS is that they are ‘closed’ inflexible systems
incapable of meeting the needs of emergency response leaders working in a fluid and
dynamic environment. Harrald (2006), argues that a balance of agility and discipline are
required elements of organizational structure for effective emergency response
operations. Figure 4 illustrates the organizational typology of response organizations on
scales from rigid to creative and unstructured to well structured.
Figure 4
Organizational Typology of Response Organizations

Note. Figure 4 illustrates the organizational typology of response organizations on scales
from rigid to creative and unstructured to well structured. From Harrald, 2006, p. 267.
Harrald (2006), also contends that closed systems are carry-overs from the
military, and while effective for logistics and even warfighting, are not applicable to the
inter and intra-governmental collaboration and coordination needed to effectively
respond to emergency situations in a domestic setting. To amply address the shortfalls of
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the organizational structures outlined in NIMS and ICS, it is necessary to examine the
literature surrounding organizational theory.
Organizational Theory
Organizational Theory is the body of work that has been compiled to study how
organizations are formed and structured, and how various types of organizations interact
with the environment in which they operate. Academic bodies of literature put forth
various organizational theories, each often advocating for differing methodologies to
establish effective performance. This literature, however contradictory, can inform the
creation of effective organizational structure needed for homeland security organizations.
This section of the dissertation will explore some of the literature and theories that are
relevant to homeland security professionals seeking to execute emergency response
operations. Sayilar (2016) notes that there are four commonly recognized organizational
theories: 1) Bureaucratic, 2) Rational System Perspective, 3) Division of Labor, and 4)
Contingency Theory. This dissertation will consider two of these theories: bureaucratic
and contingency.
The bureaucratic theory, frequently associated with NIMS, ICS, the military, and
uniformed response organizations, traces its roots to the theories of Frederick Taylor and
suggests that there is but one correct way of doing a thing (Organization Communications
Channel, 2018). It is a ‘militaristic,’ top-down system with formal rules, regulations,
policies, and job specializations (Van Buren, 2008). Critics of this system argue that it
less flexible and agile than other organizational systems. Bureaucratic arrangements;
however, can be rapidly implemented and designed to exercise maximum control.
Bureaucratic organizations usually have goals to achieve efficiency, productivity, and
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control (Organization Communications Channel, 2018). The bureaucratic model is
grounded on the division of work, generally organized by purpose, process, person, or
place (Kettl, 2003). Rosenbloom, Malone, and Valdez (2017) acknowledge the deep
bureaucracy in which federal leaders operate, but note that predictable framework, clear
reporting chains, and structured processes can provide many advantages over other
organizational structures (p. 1). One downside cited in bureaucracy is what (Merton,
1957) called “trained incapacity,” in which leaders view policies as supreme, and adopt
rigid practices absent of independent or critical thinking with little room for flexibility
(Rosenbloom, et al., 2017, p. 15).
Standing in near opposition to the bureaucratic philosophy, is the contingency or
“open system” theory. The absence of formal structures frame open systems in this
context, which are defined by loose organizational boundaries; resulting in what is often
referred to as flat organizations. Contingency theory also aligns to what the Organization
Communications Channel (2018) refers to as the Systems Theory of Organization.
Examining organizations holistically, perhaps more so than other theories, systems theory
seeks to find multiple best ways of completing a task. Fluid and agile in approach, the
contingency systems theory is highly adaptable to the environment in which it operates
(Organization Communications Channel, 2018).
Another model referenced in the literature on organizational theory is the
“adaptive management model,” that incorporates many elements of the open systems
approach (Wise, 2006, p. 314). Some argue that the adaptive management model is the
most effective organizational model for emergency response organizations (Wise, 2006).
Built on a flexible foundation, the adaptive model functions in a learning capacity; thus,
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allowing for agility and the ability to adjust for errors (Wise, 2006). To this concept,
Kapucu (2005) adds the ideas of “dynamic network theory” and “complex adaptive
systems;” noting that they are appropriate in dynamic situations and offer robustness,
resourcefulness, redundancy, and rapidity (p. 35-37).
Emergency Management
The body of research on organizational theory is largely general in nature and is
written for application across many types of organizations. Where it has been applied to
homeland security organizations it tends to be localized to a specific state, jurisdiction, or
agency. Furthermore, as noted by Burrus, Giblin, & Schafer (2010), many sub-theories of
organizational theory (such as institutional theory) have not yet been directly applied to
homeland security organizations. Some researchers have opined on how organizational
theory dovetails into emergency management.
According to Harrald (2006), the organizational and emergency management
literature offer three general themes: 1) there is a trade-off required between command
and control, and broad coordination, 2) responding to emergent situations requires
adaptation, creativity, and improvisation combined with efficient and rapid execution of
services, and 3) interoperability is required from diverse organizations often absorbing
thousands of volunteers and emergent organizations (p. 257).
The literature examining organizational structure for emergency management
agencies provides a lens from which organizational theory can be applied to the unique
environment of homeland security organizations; however, it tends to focus on post
incident operations more so than pre-event operations. Wise (2006) points to several
studies and reports by prepared by government watchdogs, such as the GAO, to note that
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the emergency response to 9/11 and Hurricane Katrina may have been hampered by
inflexible and non-adaptive organizational structures. Additionally, the body of written
works surrounding how structure impacts management in response to exigent
circumstances points to broad approaches and high-level studies. The literature may be
expanded by research that includes input from on-scene commanders and responders
from agencies across the response spectrum.
Intergovernmental Cooperation and Communication
Existing literature underscores the importance of intergovernmental cooperation
and communication when establishing the framework for a homeland security
organization. While federalism and budgets have driven the establishment of most
homeland security organizations, events happen and are usually managed at the local
level requiring joint and cooperative responses. Caruson and MacManus (2008), note that
the integration of multiple agencies into a working interagency response system can pose
several challenges. Much of the narrative on coordination aims to uncover the
organizational arrangements that allow employees to realize collective performance – for
instance “unity of command, centralization, and the subordination of the individual
interests” (Boin & Bynander, 2015, p. 125).
One key study that helps inform the body of literature on this category focuses on
a single season in the State of Florida and surveyed finance officials to focus on how
budgetary constraints impacted their emergency response and interagency collaboration
(Caruson and MacManus, 2008). The body of knowledge on the topic could be expanded
if those surveyed included leadership from a wider spectrum of response agencies to
glean additional perspective.
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Regionalism
Regionalism is an organizational concept that enhances cooperation and
communication by channeling resources and command down to the state and local level
in cooperation with larger stakeholders. Daalder and Destler (2020), cite the two general
models of “lead agency,” and “interagency/intergovernmental cooperation” that serve to
chunk a variety of options (p. 18). Newmann (2002) refers to these two general models as
the “interagency” and “departmental” models (p. 130). While citing advantages to each,
the authors conclude that the all-hazards approach to a changing homeland security
environment suggests that cooperative models are superior to the hierarchal lead agency
model (Daalder and Destler, 2020). This area of the literature is supported by applying
case study to the theory, but not quantified in any statistical way. A study that perhaps
compared/contrasted the two and included homeland security leaders and responders
would further inform the discussion.
Network Theory
In this context, network theory draws from the framework of traditional “dynamic
network theory” and “complex adaptive systems theory,” to help formalize the formal
and informal relationships necessary to manage homeland security problems (Kapucu,
2005, p. 35).
The study often cited to apply network theory to homeland security apparatus
examined the Federal Response Plan and utilized UCINET software to examine
“centrality approaches (degree, closeness, and betweenness)” to measure interactions of
various organizations in the homeland security network (Kapucu, 2005, p. 39-41). The
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literature appears to fall short of drawing any conclusions of how much network theory
impacts adaptability.
Decentralized Command Structure
Perhaps the most debated concept in the literature is the applicability of
decentralized command structure to homeland security organizations. Decentralized
command is a concept whereby decision-making authorities are pushed down to the
lowest operational levels of an organization to facilitate the acceleration of action. Much
of the literature on the topic of homeland security organization contrasts the performance
of military styled top-down organizations led by a federal or state organization, with the
performance a decentralized structure where organizations on the front line, usually at the
local level, are empowered to control operations (Hillyard, 2002). Lacking is specific
qualitative or quantitative analysis that demonstrably indicates which structure is most
effective in a homeland security context.
Hierarchical Command Structure
Generally viewed as standing in direct opposition to the theories of decentralized
command, regionalism, and resilience, is the theory of hierarchical command structure
which relies on rigid top-down structures that often originate from the federal level –
often far from the local level where response operations will originate. In summary of the
literature there are essentially two-camps; one which advocates for hierarchical
organizational based on the so-called military model, the other for a decentralized
structure where local organizations manage operations (Hillyard, 2002). Lacking is
specific qualitative or quantitative analysis that demonstrably shows which structure is
viewed by practitioners as most effective.
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Organizational Resilience
Dalgaard-Nielsen (2017) put forth the concept of “organizational resilience”
which dovetails neatly into the contingency theory approach (p. 341). Organizational
resilience or resilient leadership are theories that examine organizational ability to rapidly
adjust to evolving and dynamic environmental conditions and smoothly return to
equilibrium (Dalgaard-Nielsen, 2017). One definition of resilient leadership is “that set of
leadership qualities that motivates and inspires others during crisis” (Everly, Strouse, &
Everly III, 2010, p. 3). Resilience is necessary for national security agencies as they
operate in unpredictable and difficult environments, and because they must prepare for all
contingencies and react to unforeseen incidents (Dalgaard-Nielsen, 2017). Combined
with contingency theory, resilience may best prepare a response organization for its
mission.
Resilient leadership and organizational resilience appear to be phrases that are
gaining traction in the literature surrounding organizational theory. One study cited in the
literature examined a case study of Denmark’s National Security Apparatus (DalgaardNielsen, 2017). While providing valuable insights, the study should be expanded to
consider the geopolitical factors of other nation states.
Suryaningtyas, Sudiro, Eka, and Dodi (2019) add to the discussion of resiliency in
a study that concluded that organizational resilience directly boosts organizational
performance while operating in challenging circumstances. This study, as admitted by the
authors, was limited in sample size within a single organization; nonetheless the
conclusions if built upon may prove enlightening to the study of homeland security
organizations.
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Leadership Style
As noted by Brazer, Kruse, and Conley (2014), organizational theory informs
how leadership will occur within the organizational paradigm as the organization itself
sets the context for leadership style. Therefore, any examination of organizational
structure would be incomplete if it did not also peer into the various leadership styles.
Leadership itself can be defined as influencing others to agree to a task and method of
completion to achieve a common goal (Rosenbloom, et al. 2017). Leadership style
examines how individual leaders manage operations within the organizational framework
established by the entity in which they work. James (2011) examination of organizational
science as applied to homeland security concluded that ultimately leadership style
influences organizational structure and leadership vision helps incorporate change. The
body of work on organizational structure concludes, or at the very least strongly hints at
the notion that certain leadership styles tend to harmonize with various structures, i.e., a
more direct autocratic leadership style will blend more with a hierarchical structure
whereas a collaborative leadership style would better match a decentralized of networked
organization. What is lacking is quantifiable data to support these broad conclusions.
One faces several challenges when attempting to conceptualize leadership,
Stogdill (1974) famously remarked that “there are almost as many different definitions of
leadership as there are persons who have attempted to define it” (p. 7). A study cited by
Uhr (2017) points to over 130 definitions of leadership. One definition identifies
leadership as “the ability of an individual to influence, motivate and enable others to
contribute toward the effectiveness and success of the organization” (Uhr, 2017, p. 303).
Like organizational structure theories, there are several leadership theories and styles
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referenced in the literature that often uses a variety of naming conventions to cite the
same idea. Shea (2015) points to four commonly recognized leadership behavior theories;
1) Trait, 2) Behavioral, 3) Transformational, and 4) Transactional; each having several
characteristics or subcategories.
Trait Leadership
Trait leadership theory essentially attempts to identify the traits necessary for a
person to be a successful leader as evidenced by Northouse (2013) who held that
effective leaders demonstrate certain common traits. Kirkpatrick and Locke (1991)
identified seven traits to successful leadership: 1) drive, 2) desire to lead, 3) honesty and
integrity, 4) self-confidence, 5) intelligence, 6) job-relevant knowledge, and 7)
extraversion.
The literature linking trait leadership to law enforcement is limited; however,
Seeger, Sellnow, and Ulmer (2003) contend that this theory can help to identify law
enforcement leaders who are likely to be successful in emergency situations. In the mind
of this author, the trait theory of leadership helps to identify attributes of successful
leaders of all cloths and regardless of the type of leadership they employ. Therefore, trait
theory is less aligned to the purpose of this research.
Behavioral Leadership
The school of behavioral leadership theory posits that there are four types of
leadership conduct including 1) Theory X and Y, 2) Path-Goal, 3) Contingency, and 4)
Situational Leadership.
The first of these models of behavior contrasts two opposing concepts of
autocratic leadership (Theory X), and a more participative style that leverages delegation
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and inclusion (Theory Y) (Mohamed & Nor, 2013). None of the literature in the context
of Theory X and Y opines specifically to the application of this model to a homeland
security type organization; and even in more traditional settings authors are not united on
which of the X/Y theories are most appropriate.
The Path-Goal model of leadership includes elements of establishing clear goals
of the unit, setting an appropriate environment for success, and motivating the workforce
to achieve a common objective (Northouse, 2004). One can think of this as a Pavlov’s
Dogs version of leadership where employees are nurtured and rewarded for a certain type
of behavior or production level. Leaders operating within the Path-Goal framework
should lead by being directive, supportive, participative, and achievement oriented
(House, 1996).
Proponents of the Path-Goal model may point to the flexibility it offers leaders in
approach, and that it empowers employees. Opponents, such as Rucker and King (1985),
may conclude that the system only works so long as the reward for production exists and
such that the subordinates desire it. This model also lacks direct empirical application to
and is unlikely to greatly benefit a homeland security organization which is generally
motivated by a sense of mission accomplishment.
The final concepts explored under the umbrella of behavioral leadership theory
have many similarities and are often confused with one another. Both Contingency
Leadership and Situational Leadership consider both the task to be completed, the
environment in which it is to be completed, as well as attributes of both the leader and
those lead; however, there is a difference in focus. Fielder and Chemers (1984) contend
that contingency leadership attempts to match leader behavior with situation, whereas
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situational leadership attempts to align leader actions with the maturity of the workforce
(Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnson, 2001).
Transformational Leadership
The doctrine of transformational leadership is one that is readily found in the
literature. This concept essentially holds that the leader should modify or transform their
behavior to align to that of the follower in order to motivate and inspire and ultimately
increase performance and outcome (Lord, et al., 2017). Murphy and Holton (2004), opine
that transformational leadership has changed the leadership paradigm to a focus on
employee motivation and satisfaction. Rosenbloom, et al. (2017), note that
transformational leadership “engages followers to create conditions that raise the level of
motivation and morality, improve those around them, and change organizational culture”
(p. 84).
Transactional Leadership
Transactional Leadership Theory share many commonalities with the Path-Goal
methodology previously discussed in that is seeks to illicit a behavior or result by
offering a form of incentive. Den Hartog et al. (1997) likens the exchanges of rewardresult as a sort of unspoken trades between leaders and subordinates. One common
leadership style often attributed to military, law enforcement, and homeland security
organizations is Autocratic Leadership.
Autocratic Leadership
The authoritarian or autocratic leader is often thought of as the dictatorial leader
who orders and directs seeking little or no feedback from the workforce (Elqadri,
Priyono, Suci, & Chanda, 2015). Under this system, which often is seen in hierarchical
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and bureaucratic organizational structures, leaders enforce policy with heavy hands, and
subordinates are expected to follow orders as given (Flynn, 2015). While authoritarian
leaders can often be disliked by subordinates; their behaviors can be seen as providing
structure and focus (Schoel, C. et al., 2011). Authoritarian leaders are generally
characterized by their desire to consolidate power and decision making and can be
viewed by subordinates as strongminded (Caillier, 2020). Many consider the autocratic
style to be well suited for emergency operations that require rapid action and clear lines
of command and control.
The literature surrounding the various subtitles as identified above is
comprehensive from an overarching widespread application perspective. As the
homeland security organization, in post-9/11 context, is a relatively new concept, much
of the literature pulls from organizational theory as it has been applied to other types of
organizations. Another weakness in the existing literature is that much of the work that
has been done focused on a solitary case study, or state, and not on the overarching
homeland security apparatus writ large. A study that would focus on organizational
theory as well as appropriate leadership styles in the context of homeland security
apparatus, based on feedback from practitioners in the field would fill a gap in the
research.
Decision Making
The decision-making process employed by an organization or leader can be
significantly influenced by organizational structure and leadership. Decision making is a
sweeping topic, and how it is influenced by organizational structure and leadership style
within the homeland security paradigm should be the subject of a separate study; this
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dissertation will merely touch on the many nuances of decision making in an attempt to
demonstrate the link between these important concepts. Decision making can be defined
as the cognitive process an individual or group utilize to select the best alternative to
solve a problem (Rimamchaten and Musa). Nikolic (2018) indicates that in the larger
sense, decision making is the process used to select the correct action to reach a desired
outcome or objective; and in a narrower sense, that decision-making denotes the choice
of one option from a group of alternatives that have been considered. Irrespective of how
decision making is framed, the ultimate purpose of the decision-making process is to
choose the single best course of action that satisfies both “effectiveness and efficacy”
(Nikolic, 2018, p. 45).
Two premises of this dissertation are that organizational structure sets the baseline
of how the entity will function in the operational environment, and that certain leadership
styles are more suitable to certain types of organizational structures. Likewise, as leaders
and individuals operate in the construct of an organization, decision making processes are
affected, either positively or negatively, by organizational structure and leadership style.
Therefore, it stands to reason that certain organizational structures and leadership
methodologies are more conducive, or restrictive for specific types of decision-making
practices to flourish. While sometimes overlooked or minimized by leaders and
organizations, Shrivastava and Grant (1985) point to the sizable number of resources
required to make decisions in alignment with organizational objectives. As underscored
throughout this dissertation, emergency management leaders often struggle with decision
making and coordination in the asymmetric environments in which they operate. Waring
and Page (2020), note that several public inquires have identified challenges to the joint
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decision-making process used to assimilate information and coordinate disaster response
operations. Beginning with a discussion on the theory of decision making and touching
on related topics such as group decision making, an examination of the Joint Decision
Model used in the United Kingdom (UK), and decision-making biases and heuristics, this
dissertation will briefly examine decision making and its links to organizational structure
and leadership style.
Decision Making Theory
As in many fields of study, decision-making theory encompasses myriad
variations that range in complexity from uncomplicated to the decidedly intricate. Simple
behavioral theory may suggest a straightforward process that connects-the-dots between a
stimulus and a response and tends to depict decision making as an automatic reaction that
does not involve deliberation and analysis (Buckley and Casson, 2019). On the other
hand, decision making may also be portrayed by overly complex processes and theories
designed to guide one to a proper outcome.
The literature identifies several decision-making models; two commonly cited
models are the “normative or rational model,” and the “naturalistic descriptive or
bounded rationality model” (Rimamchaten and Musa, p. 5). The rational model is
appropriate for ideal situations when decision makers have complete information, time to
analyze alternatives, are confident with projected outcomes, and when decisions are made
in confidence (Rimamchaten and Musa). Oliverira (2007) indicates that rational decision
makers evaluate several potential alternatives before selecting a course of action.
Bazerman (2006) defines rationality as applied to decision-making as a process “logically
expected to lead to the optimal result, given an accurate assessment of the decision
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maker’s values and risk preferences” (p. 6). The rational model applies six steps to the
decision-making process: 1) identification of the problem, 2) generation of alternate
solutions, 3) evaluation of alternatives, 4) selection of an alternative, 5) decision
implementation, and 6) evaluation of decision effectiveness (Rimamchaten and Musa, p.
5). According to Bazerman (2006), to be effective rational decision making must satisfy
six preconditions: 1) a perfectly defined problem, 2) identification of all conditions, 3)
ability to correctly evaluate all conditions, 4) understanding of all options, 5) proper
assessment of each option, and 6) ability to select the best option from the alternatives (p.
4-5). To the discussion on rationality, Solomon and Martin (2004) add the factor of luck
to the list of knowing the objective, selecting the best means to achieve the objective, and
spotting the best strategy. While the systematic framework of the rational decisionmaking model may appeal to leaders operating in hierarchical bureaucratic structures,
homeland security leaders rarely operate under the utopian circumstances required for
this model to be successful. Many theorists would agree, concluding that total rationality
in decision-making cannot occur in the reality of active, real, dynamic situations
(Drugova & Kalachikova, 2019). According to Polič (2009), researchers observing
decision-making through the lens of crisis management examined military, police, and
fire-rescue personnel and concluded that traditional [rational] decision making models
were ineffective – leading to a greater confidence in the validity of naturalistic bounded
rationality models.
The bounded rationality model may be more appropriate than pure rationality in
situations [commonly faced by homeland security professionals] when decision makers
lack a full picture of the situation, do not have all the pieces of information, and who may
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be making decisions under tight time constrains (Rimamchaten and Musa). Polič (2009)
names Herbert Simon as the father of the concept of bounded rationality; noting that
bounded rationality occurs because it is impossible for individuals to possess all
information and cognition required to work through complex problems, and the resultant
use of “mental shortcuts” to reach a decision (p. 80). Figure 5 illustrates the bounded
rationality model of decision making. Roehrich, Grosvold, and Hoejmose (2014) also
point to Simon in concluding that judgments are “intendedly rational, but only limited so”
due to external influences, competing priorities, and limitations of decision makers (p.
696). “Satisficing,” as Simon would call it, involves looking at a sequence of options and
selecting the first to meet the bare level of adequacy (Polič, 2009, p. 80).
Figure 5
Bounded Rationality in Decision Making

Note. Figure 5 from Nikolic (2018) p. 47.
Roehrich et al. (2014) indicate, however, that the limitations of bounded
rationality – sometimes amplified by the absence of transparency implicit in decision
making – often result in organizations choosing less than perfect alternatives. The process
of bounded rationality and the use of mental shortcuts often rely on heuristics and can
result in the application of biases that will be discussed later in this dissertation.
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Regardless of which decision-making model is employed, there seems to be general
consensus among academia on the benefits of group decision making.
Group Decision Making
The academic literature on the subject of decision making suggests many
advantages to group decision making. Supovitz and Tognatta (2013) note that compelling
arguments exist to support the position that organizations can benefit from group versus
individual decision-making structures. Buckley and Casson (2019) point to what they call
the “Delegation of Decisions: Autocracy of Consultation,” where a leader uses
consultation with other personnel to leverage their experiences (p. 1434).
Inclusion of individuals and organizations that will be involved in execution of
the decision(s) in the decision-making process can help develop consensus and “buy-in;”
committing all involved to the selected course of action (Buckley and Casson, 2019,
p.1434). Supovitz and Tognatta (2013) identify several reasons that groups produce better
decisions than individuals including possession of larger pools of information, greater
capacity to detect errors, larger processing capacity, and group ownership.
While many proclaim the benefits of group decision-making, some identify the
phenomena of groupthink as a toxic by-product of the process. Drugova and Kalachikova
(2019) point to several factors that induce groupthink including, a domineering leader,
elevated levels of group unity, pressure to conform, failure to develop alternatives,
exclusion of information, and subjectivity; noting that all can lead to poor decision
making. Groupthink can occur due to lack of diversity in team members, peer pressure to
conform to group norms, or a dictatorial leader who encourages the submission of
subordinate team members (Kelman, Sanders, & Pandit, 2017). Janis (1982) notes that
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“homogeneity of members’ social background and ideology” is an underlying reason for
groupthink (p. 244). Essentially, when group members possess similar beliefs, often
manifesting and developing the longer a group operates together, bends to the will of a
powerful leader, or are afraid to speak out the group decision becomes akin to an
individual decision – nullifying the benefits group decision making attempts to yield. A
brief examination of the emergency response decision making process utilized in the UK,
as well as some of its shortfalls, may inform the discussion of decision making in relation
to homeland security organizations and the purpose of this dissertation.
Decision Making in the United Kingdom
Following a series of less than perfect coordination efforts in the emergency
response to various crisis/disaster scenarios, officials in the UK sought to identify and
implement better methodologies for emergency management. In 2012, the Joint
Emergency Services Interoperability Programme (JESIP) was commissioned by the UK
Home Office to improve disaster response coordination and decision making (Waring,
Moran, & Page, 2020). Sharing similarities with some of the models employed for
emergency response in the US, emergency response in the UK is structured in a
hierarchical, three-tiered, manner comprised of operations at the strategic, tactical, and
operational levels (Waring, et al., 2020). To guide the decision-making process employed
by emergency response leaders, JESIP instituted the Joint Decision Model (JDM) to help
leaders gather information and coordinate objectives, decisions, and subsequent
responses/actions (Waring, et. Al, 2020). An illustration of the JDM can be seen in Figure
6 below. A study that analyzed the effectiveness of JDM in field operations concluded
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that utilization of JDM is inspired by both environmental factors and leadership style
(Waring, et al., 2020).
To enhance collaboration and performance the JDM establishes five classes of
decision-making activities: 1) gather information, 2) assess risks and develop a working
strategy, 3) consider powers, policies, and procedures, 4) identify options and
contingencies, and 5) act and review what happened (Wilkinson, et al., 2019, p. 307).
Figure 6
The Joint Decision Model

Note. Figure 6 from Wilkinson, Cohen-Hatton, and Honey, 2019, p. 307.
As suggested throughout this dissertation, the literature supports the contention
that collaborative styles of leadership can be conducive to cooperation and decisionmaking during emergency response operations. One lesson that was identified while
examining the response to major incidents in the UK is a need to develop better
interoperability (Wilkinson, et al., 2019). The solution employed in the UK to enhance
interoperability was to assemble multi-agency teams, called Strategic Coordinating
Groups, to make decisions using JDM during emergency response operations (Wilkinson,
et al., 2019). Neal and Phillips (1995) note that strict command and control models
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represent inherent mistrust by leaders of the decision-making capabilities of subordinates,
and that static, bureaucratic leadership practices are not effective for emergency response
operations.
Threats and Biases to Decision Making
Despite best intentions to reach the correct decision in a timeline that will produce
effective results, humans operating in dynamic crisis situations frequently make errors. In
the case of homeland security professionals, positive results can be measured in lives
saved, reduced damage to infrastructure and property, and rapid resumption of normal
operations; tragically the opposite can result when mistakes occur. Response biases to
decision making occur when individuals are inclined to a particular reaction in relation to
stimuli, these biases can be useful and speed decision making, but can also lead to
unintended errors (Starns & Ma, 2018). Starns and Ma (2018) note that biases can affect
the decision-making cycle independent of the actual traits of a problem.
Researchers, recognizing the shortcomings in the cognitive abilities of decision
makers, have listed a set of heuristics that help shorten the decision-making loop (Jordão,
Costa, Álvaro, Pereira, & José, 2020). Drugova & Kalachikova (2019) note that when
confronted with complex problems that require rapid action in real world situations
individuals often simplify decisions by using heuristics. Oliverira (2007) classifies
heuristics as “rules” that are used by individuals to assist the rapid processing of
information (p. 13). Heuristics can be useful to leaders who need to make urgent
decisions, but they can also lead to predictable errors of judgement known as biases
(Jordão, 2020).
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While there are many forms of heuristics, Oliverira (2017) points to three core
types, 1) availability – relation of vague information to self, person, or group schema, 2)
representativeness – exaggeration of commonalities between current and prior situations,
and 3) anchoring – underestimation of the severity of an incident when compared to a
reference point (p. 13). During some emergent situations, heuristics can unconsciously
appear when emotions take over cognitive logic causing the reliance on existing
stereotypes (Drugova & Kalachikova 2019). Nikolic (2018) notes that decision-makers
operating in real world situations use bounded-rationality and are influenced by biases
and heuristics that often impacts their judgement and result in mistaken conclusions.
Three commonly recognized cognitive biases include 1) Overconfidence, 2)
Optimism, and 3) Anchoring Effect (Jordão, et al., 2020, p. 655). According to Jordão et
al. (2020) extensive research demonstrates that individuals are overconfident in their
beliefs, even if unfounded, resulting in a view that one’s judgements are superior to
others. Optimism can be viewed as overestimating the probability of experiencing
positive events or results throughout their lives (Jordão, et al., 2020). Anchoring effect
theory argues that people often have a starting point from which they adjust until a final
solution is reached (Jordão, et al., 2020). Nikolic (2018) identified the ten most common
biases in decision-making as 1) The Framing Effect – which influences the decisionmaker’s view of the problem through her perception of the information that has been
presented, 2) The Availability Bias – where the decision-maker is influenced by memory
rather than an unprejudiced appraisal of the current situation, 3) Representativeness – an
incorrect evaluation of circumstances based on commonalities with previous situations,
4) Anchoring Effect and Adjustment Bias – where individuals start from a value often
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formed from past events, and fail to properly adjust to new information, 5) The Status
Quo – adhering to options representing the normal, 6) The Sunk-Cost Effect – attempts to
validate past poor decisions by new choices, 7) Confirmation Bias – the search for
information/conclusions that support the decision maker’s beliefs and/or past decisions,
8) False Consensus Bias – where decision-makers overestimate the degree to which
subordinates agree with their position, 9) Overconfidence – overestimation of one’s
abilities and judgement, and 10) The Illusion of Control – overrating the impact decisions
will have on the final outcome (p. 53-54).
Decision Making and the Organizational Structure and Leadership Paradigm
One common theme in the decision making and coordination literature is the
belief that authoritarian leadership and hierarchical organizational and command
structures may not be the most conducive for decision making in emergency response or
emergency management situations. As such, leaders operating in customary hierarchies
may not be able to tender the collaborative and flexible approaches necessary for
effective crisis decision making. Uhr (2017) underscores the idea that most government
agencies are “traditional bureaucracies,” and that first-response organizations rely heavily
on hierarchical top-down oriented principles (p. 301). Uhr (2017) opined that when
command and control-oriented organizations need to cooperate with networks and
consensus-based bodies a clash of cultures can occur impeding collaboration and optimal
decision making. Waugh and Streib (2006) observed that “centralized decision
processes” [during Katrina] negatively impacted communications and the ability of
federal officials at the scene to route disaster assistance where needed; arguing that
flexible leadership is essential for emergency management (p. 136). Wise (2006) suggests
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that although command and control structures are important, DHS also needs to have
more flexible and nimble processes to ensure that it can adjust to changing circumstances.
Neal and Phillips (1995) note that under typical command-and-control decision
making and communications are centralized and that “four decades of systemic research
show that rigid, bureaucratic command and control approach to emergency management
generally leads to ineffective response” (p. 327). Dynes (1983), notes that strict command
and control efforts which attempt to create “artificial and authoritarian structure,” often
stem from the belief that individuals and groups cannot operate effectively under the
stresses of a disaster event (p. 658). Boin and Bynander (2015) observe that one
distinguishing trait of a crisis is profound uncertainty. Conversely, they note that
[structured] methods, such as command-and-control, are most effective in stable
environments with limited amounts of uncertainty (Boin & Bynander, 2015). Majchrzak
et al. (2007) observe that in multifaceted crises [such as emergency response operations]
strict structure and prepared responses are “too slow, disconnected, and inadequate for
the task” (p. 147).
Boin and Bynander (2015) acknowledge that traditional command and control can
be initially employed as a stopgap steering technique for emergency response
management, “but when a major event transcends geographical and sectoral boundaries,
crossing public-private divides, coordination does not necessarily adhere to hierarchical
lines and routine processes” (p. 125). Goldsmith and Eggers (2004) conclude that an
important requisite for leaders engaged in emergency response is flexibility, and that
“hierarchical decision processes are neither flexible nor speedy in rapidly changing
circumstances” (p. 31).
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As noted by Waugh and Streib (2006), “the leadership strategy required for crises
may well be counterintuitive” (p. 136). Although an autocratic response may prove to be
more rapid and steady than a more flexible approach, single dictatorial leaders do not
possess the cognition and foresight to foster success (Waugh & Streib, 2006, p. 136).
Therefore, Waugh and Streib (2006) conclude that decision making in emergency
management situations requires collaboration, and democratic leadership style.
Overall, I agree that the existing research and existing theories can be leveraged to
opine on the most effective structure and leadership model for homeland security
organizations. It is my conclusion thus far that both organizational structure and
leadership style need to be flexible and adaptive, and conducive to collaborative action
and decision making.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
This research will attempt to identify the most appropriate type(s) of
organizational structure and leadership style for a homeland security organization as
identified by practitioners in the field. While the body of literature on the theories
covering organizational structure and leadership is broad; there is little to no work linking
or applying those theories to a homeland security enterprise. As seen in Chapter 2 of this
dissertation, in the few cases where these theories are applied to homeland security type
organizations the conclusions tend to be general and divergent. An internet-based survey
was designed, validated, and utilized by the author to solicit responses from participants.
Survey responses were utilized to inform answers to the research questions examined by
this study. The many benefits of internet data collection instruments include, 1) broad
reach, 2) flexibility, 3) timeliness, 4) simple data analysis (Evans and Mathur, 2005).
Research Questions
The literature opines that in practice organizational structures and leadership
theory are inexorably linked, and in order to be successful must be harmonious in
application. Certain types of structures lend themselves to certain leadership behaviors,
while action by leadership not attuned to the structure in which it operates can result in a
toxic culture. Also supported by the literature review, but not specifically examined in
this study is the conclusion that organizational structure and leadership style are also
linked to the decision-making process and can have a direct correlation to its success –
future research should dive deeper into this relationship, potentially beginning with any
conclusions reached by this study. How organizational and leadership theory applies in
the context of a homeland security organization will be explored as follows.
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R1:

What type of organizational structure is best suited for homeland security
organizations?
H1:

Organizational structures impact the performance of a homeland
security organization.

H2:

Adaptive and flexible organizational structures are more effective
than rigid structures for homeland security organizations.

R2:

What leadership style is most appropriate for homeland security
organizations?
H1:

Leadership style does impact the performance of a homeland
security organization.

H2:

Traits associated with transformational leadership style are more
appropriate for homeland security organizations.
Research Methodology

In order to resolve the research questions, a mixed quantitative and qualitative
research methodology was used. Pyrczak and Tcherni-Buzzeo (2014) identify five
advantages of mixed methods research as 1) value added to quantitative data by
qualitative information to illustrate the data, 2) increased ability to answer a wide range
of questions by not being bound to a single mode, 3) enhanced specificity and
generalizability of results, 4) the possibility of heightened validity and reliability, and 5)
providing broader knowledge to present a more complete picture of the research. Leedy
and Ormrod (2019) identify six reasons that researchers utilize mixed method designs: 1)
completeness, 2) complementary, 3) hypothesis generation and testing, 4) development of
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appropriate research tools and strategies, 5) resolution of puzzling findings, and 6)
triangulation (P. 206-261).
Table 4
Connection of Hypothesis to Research Questions and Analysis
Hypothesis
H1: Organizational
structures impact
the performance of
a homeland security
organization.

H2: Adaptive and
flexible
organizational
structures are more
effective than rigid
structures for
homeland security
organizations.
H1: Leadership style
does impact the
performance of a
homeland security
organization.
H2: Traits
associated with
transformational
leadership style are
more appropriate
for homeland
security
organizations.

Research Question
R1: What type of
organizational
structure is best
suited for homeland
security
organizations?
R1: What type of
organizational
structure is best
suited for homeland
security
organizations?

Measure
Survey, Questions
15, 16, 21.

Method of Analysis
Frequency, Central
Tendency,
Independent
Samples t-test.

Survey, Questions
16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
22, 23, 24.

Frequency, Central
Tendency,
Independent
Samples t-test.

R2: What leadership
style is most
appropriate for
homeland security
organizations?
R2: What leadership
style is most
appropriate for
homeland security
organizations?

Survey, Questions
25, 26, 29, 30.

Frequency, Central
Tendency,
Independent
Samples t-test.

Survey, Questions
26, 27, 28, 31, 32,
33.

Frequency, Central
Tendency,
Independent
Samples t-test.

Note: Table 4 illustrates hypotheses to survey questions (based on the final instrument)
and method of analysis.
Operationalizing and Conceptualizing Research
Revisiting the research question posed by this study, “what type of organizational
structure is best suited for homeland security organizations?” it is again necessary to
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distinguish key terms within. As previously stated, for the purposes of this survey the
term “organizational structure” will be defined as the formal apparatus through which
organizations accomplish division of labor, and coordination of work; and the term
“homeland security organization” will be defined as a governmental agency or entity that
has the responsibility to lead, manage, and coordinate multi-jurisdictional emergency
response operations.
In this study the dependent variable is a particular form of organizational structure
as reviewed and assessed by practitioners in the field affected by several independent
variables. Independent variables involved in the study include: 1) Bureaucratic Structure,
2) Open System Structure, 3) Hierarchal Command Structure, 4) Decentralized
Command Structure, 5), National Incident Command Structure, 6) Autocratic Leadership,
and 7) Transformational Leadership.
Table 5
Operationalization of Independent Variables
Variable
Bureaucratic Organizational
Structure/Model

Open System Organizational
Structure/Model
Hierarchical Command
Structure
Decentralized Command
Structure
Incident Command Structure

Operational Definition
Focused on division of work, efficiency,
productivity, and control. Can be rapidly
implemented and holds that there is one
right way to do a task.
Described as flat organizations, this model lacks
formal organizational structures, in favor of
loose boundaries. Looks for the best method
of task completion.
Top-Down rigid structures focused on leadership
authority and roles.
Characterized by pushing decision making
authority to the lowest level, often in the
field where work is being performed.
Incident Command Structures outlined by
DHS/FEMA in the National Incident
Management System (NIMS); places a
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Autocratic Leadership

Transformational Leadership

single commander or unified command staff
in overall control of operations.
Characterized by practices that tend to centralize
power, authority, and decision making
(Caillier, 2020). Leaders enforce policy, and
subordinates are expected to follow orders
as given.
Leaders modify or transform their behavior to align
to that of the follower in a given situation in
order to motivate and inspire and ultimately
increase performance and outcome (Lord, et
al, 2017).

Note: Table 5 provides the operational definitions for key terms used throughout the
dissertation and survey instruments.
Data Collection
The primary vehicle that was utilized to gather data for this study was an on-line
survey with both multiple choice (quantitative) and free text (qualitative) responses. A
link to the survey, which was hosted on the QuestionPro ® site at
https://www.questionpro.com, was emailed to the email address of each participant. A
letter of introduction (Appendix A) was attached to the email, including a brief
explanation of the survey, the total number of questions, and the and note that the survey
should take approximately 15-minutes to complete. The QuestionPro ® software allows
responses to be stored securely, granting access only to the survey owner, and protecting
the identity of respondents. It should be noted that the participants were emailed by a
third party, and the email addresses or identities of participants are unknown to this
researcher. The survey initially remained active for a period of 14-days between October
15, 2021, and October 29, 2021. At the completion of the initial period 168 individuals
responded to all questions of the survey. The survey period was expanded to November
09, 2021, by which time 231 respondents completed all questions of the survey.
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Data Collection Instrument
A survey was used to gather both qualitative and quantitative measures,
examining both nominal and ordinal variables. A review of existing survey instruments,
to include the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire MLQ-5x Short and the
Organizational Description Questionnaire by Mind Garden – as well as discussion with
instrument developers, failed to yield an existing tool that would inform the research
question; therefore, a unique survey instrument has been designed by the author using
QuestionPro® Survey Software (Appendix B).
The instrument designed by this author is called the Homeland Security
Organizational Structure and Leadership Survey (HSOLS). The survey consists of a total
of thirty-three close-ended questions, and two free write text boxes for participants to
provide additional clarification or information they feel is relevant. One of the thirtythree closed-ended questions will branch to a free-write text box based on the
respondent’s initial response option, and seven questions contain a response option of
“other” which will prompt the respondent to qualify the response in a text box. Appendix
B includes the version of the HSOLS that was used for data collection in this study.
The primary advantages associated with close-ended questions include a “greater
uniformity of responses,” and simplified analysis (Babbie, 2021, p. 252). Open-ended
questions, on the other hand, while potentially providing additional participant insight
and qualification, must be coded prior to processing, and can suffer from researcher bias,
misunderstanding, and misinterpretation (Babbie, 2021).
Section I of the survey consists of fourteen questions designed to capture
demographic information of each participant. The language and response options for
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Questions 2, 3, 7, and 10 mirror demographic questions from the 2020 FEVS (OPM) and
should be familiar to the majority of respondents (See Appendix B). The verbiage and
response options for Questions 5 and 12 (regarding current pay category/grade and
supervisory status) was also borrowed from the 2020 FEVS, but language and response
options were adjusted to include more specific pay grade information and to consider
retired or separated individuals who, unlike the FEVS, may be included in the sample
(See Appendix B).
The ten close-ended questions of Section II asked participants to describe the
organizational structure of their institution, followed up with ordinal ratings of
effectiveness of that structure. To provide clarity and consistency in response options,
brief definitions of key phrases were included in the relevant instructions section of the
survey. Utilizing common organizational structures from the existing literature that
should be familiar to participants, questions asked participants to quantify their level of
experience with each type, as well as their perception of the effectiveness of each type as
related to emergency response and homeland security organizations. A free write text box
included in Section II offered participants the option to provide additional clarification or
information they felt was relevant. (See Appendix B).
In a similar fashion, the nine close-ended questions of Section III asked
participants to describe the prevalent leadership style of their institution and to rate its
effectiveness. Utilizing common leadership models from the existing literature that would
be familiar to participants, follow-on questions asked participants to quantify their level
of experience with each type, as well as their perception of the effectiveness of each type
as related to the operation of a homeland security organization. Subsequent questions
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queried participant responses on the relationship between organizational structure and
leadership style. A free write text box included in Section III offered participants the
option to provide additional clarification or information they felt was relevant. (See
Appendix B)
Throughout Sections II and III of the survey, participant responses to most closeended questions were measured on either a 5-Point Likert-Scale or a 7-Point Likert-Type
Scale. This method is in alignment with the position of Leedy and Ormrod (2019) who
posit that Likert scales are useful when measuring attitudes on a continuum. What we
think of as Likert and Likert-type scales were originally developed in the 1930’s by Renis
Likert who sought to simplify response options for various instruments (Pearse, 2011).
Likert based solicitations begin with a “declarative statement” followed by several
response options presented on a scale to measure the degree to which a subject concurs
with or supports the presented declaration (Pease, 2011, p. 160). While researchers tend
to agree on the basic format for a Likert question, opinions on the proper amount of
response options differ throughout academia; with a general consensus being that five to
seven response options are sufficient for most research (Willits, Theodori, and Luloff,
2016). Babbie (2021) underscores research suggesting that organization of response
options, positive to negative, or negative to positive, as well as horizontal versus vertical
has minimal impact to response data. Shea (2015) pointed to research that reveals the
volume of scales (high versus low) does not impact test validity or reliability.
Response scales utilized on the HSOLS varied based on the nature of the
question. Questions 15 and 25 used the 5-Point Likert scale of: 1-Not at all Familiar, 2Slightly Familiar, 3-Moderately Familiar, 4-Very Familiar, and 5-Extremely Familiar.
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Questions 18 and 28 used the 5-Point Likert scale of: 1-Not at all Effective, 2-Slightly
Effective, 3-Neither Effective nor Ineffective, 4-Very Effective, and 5-Extremely
Effective. Questions 16, 21-24, 26, and 29-32 used the 7-Point Likert-Type scale of: 1Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Somewhat Disagree, 4-Neither Agree or Disagree, 5Somewhat Agree, 6-Agree, and 7-Strongly Agree. Questions 1 (regarding current
agency), 9 (regarding gender), 18 and 28 (regarding effectiveness of current agency),
additionally offered participants the option of “Prefer not to answer” to avoid forcing a
response to what could be considered sensitive topics. Questions 1, 5, 17, 19, 20, 27, and
33 asked participants to select the best option from a list of responses; and also contained
an ‘Other’ option which if selected branched the participant to a free-write text box to
qualify their answer. It should be noted that the first version of the HSOLS utilized only
5-Point Likert-Scales, and that the amount of response options were increased to seven on
the majority of questions based on feedback from a Subject Matter Expert review panel
used to validate the instrument – the results of which will be discussed in greater detail
later in this section.
Instrument Validation Process
Due to the inability of this author to find an existing and validated survey
instrument that would inform conclusions to the research questions, a new survey
described above has been created. As such, several steps were taken to ensure that the
newly created instrument has validity and reliability. Leedy and Ormrod (2019) cite four
types of validity necessary for quantitative and qualitative research: 1) Face Validity, 2)
Content Validity, 3) Criterion Validity, and 4) Construct Validity (p. 104-105). Likewise,
Collingridge and Gantt (2008) examine the quality of research noting that in general
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terms, validity speaks to the degree in which a tool provides data that speaks to the intent
of the research. Aithal and Aithal (2020) cite a six-step process delineated by
Collingridge for survey validation as: 1) Establish Face Validity, 2) Run a Pilot Test, 3)
Clean Collected Data, 4) Utilize Principal Component Analysis (PCA), 5) Test Internal
Consistency, and 6) Revise Survey if necessary (p. 11-12). The Collingridge process was
used for the validation of the HSOLS.
Face validity refers to the relevance of an instrument, and how well it represents a
specific research topic; establishing face validity usually begins by enlisting the aid of
subject matter experts (Aithal and Aithal, 2020). Leedy and Ormrod (2019) note that
having a research tool evaluated by two or more experts in an area related to the topic of
the study can help establish validity of the instrument. A volunteer panel consisting of
twenty GS-15 or Senior Executive Service (SES) level personnel, who have extensive
experience leading homeland security organizations and/or in emergency response
management was used to complete the first step of the Collingridge process. Note, in this
context GS stands for the federal government General Schedule position and pay
classification system; according to OPM (2021) the GS system covers the majority of the
approximately 1.5-million federal civilian workers. As the intent of this research project
is to apply practitioner insight to theory, this group of senior leaders is well situated to
provide the expert review and feedback required to establish face validity of the HSOLS.
It should be noted that the various components of DHS share many common objectives,
similar cultures, organizational structures, and utilize many common leadership training
programs that are internal to DHS, or more widespread across the federal government; as
such, this panel was well postured to provide insight into the validity of the HSOLS to
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members across the department. The link to the first version of HSLOS (Appendix C)
hosted on the QuestionPro® website was emailed to the personal email addresses of the
panel members, along with the Introductory Letter to Expert Panel Members (Appendix
D), the Survey Validation Rubric (Appendix E), as well as an Adobe ® portable document
format version of the HSOLS. The group was first asked to complete the survey, and then
to rate the overall effectiveness of the survey using the rubric, which was modified by
this author from the Survey/Interview Validation Rubric for Expert Panel – VREP by
Marilyn K. Simon and Jacquelyn White (2016), which invited reviewers to rate the
HSOLS questions on items such as clarity, wording, and bias; to review the content of the
survey for applicability and relevance, and to examine the format and language for
comprehension (See Appendix E). The rubric specifically asked reviewers to identify
questions that need modification based on the guidelines presented (See Appendix E).
Once the completed rubrics were received, responses were tallied, and minor
modifications were made. The demographic section of the HSOLS was utilized to
provide an overall description of the panel. Due to the fact that the expert panel members
are current homeland security leaders, they will remain anonymous, records will be
locked, and panel members will be identified only by unique identifiers generated by the
QuestionPro® software. Results of the SME review are reported in the next section.
Following the review of the expert panel and subsequent modification to the
HSOLS, the instrument was then piloted. Leedy and Ormrod (2019) do not opine on the
appropriate sample size of a pilot, merely noting that an instrument should be piloted by
“several friends or colleagues” (p. 164). While opinions in the literature vary, a common
sample size for an acceptable pilot is cited at ten percent (Aithal and Aithal, 2020).
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Utilizing the ten percent guideline, the HSOLS was piloted with approximately 150
participants. The volunteer participants of the pilot consisted of executive leaders (GS-15,
and SES), managers and first line supervisors (GS-14), and journey level employees (GS13 – GS-7) from components of DHS stationed across the United States. The link to the
second version of the HSLOS (Appendix F) hosted on the QuestionPro ® website was
emailed to the personal email addresses of the participants of the pilot, along with the
Introductory Letter to the Pilot Group (Appendix G), and an Adobe ® portable document
format document containing definitions of key terms (Appendix H) outlined in the survey
instrument was attached to the email for ease of reference during the survey. It should be
noted that the groups used to validate the instrument by subject matter evaluation and
pilot run were separate from the participants engaged for the study.
The data collected in the above pilot was used to complete steps three through
five of the Collingridge (2008) validation process. After the data was cleaned and
scrubbed for accuracy (Step 3), it was subjected to a Principal Component Analysis
(PCA) to examine factor loading and validate what the HSOLS measures (Step 4), and a
Cronbach’s Alpha test to check for internal consistency (Step 5). Both PCA and
Cronbach’s Alpha were calculated utilizing the Statistical Packages for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) program. According to Aithal and Aithal (2020), the PCA factor loading
scale generally ranges from -1.0 to +1.0, with commonly accepted values for items equal
to or greater than 0.6; while Cronbach Alpha coefficients range from 0 to 1.0 with
internal consistency being demonstrated at 0.6 or greater (p. 11-12). Items failing to
achieve acceptable PCA, or Cronbach Alpha coefficients were examined and if necessary
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revised or deleted from the HSOLS (Step 6). Results from the pilot run of the HSOLS are
discussed in the next section.
Instrument Validation Results
Step 1 – Subject Matter Expert Panel Results
Step one of the Collingridge process, described above, involves the engagement
of a Subject Matter Expert (SME) panel to review the survey instrument for face validity.
Potential members of the subject matter expert panel were identified by this author based
on their position and experience within DHS and in the homeland security community
writ large. The author contacted each individual telephonically and requested that they
voluntarily serve on the subject matter expert review panel. Each person who agreed to
be a member of the SME panel provided their private email address which was used for
correspondence regarding this project.
A web-link to and Adobe® portable document format version of the first version
of the HSOLS (Appendix C), along with a link to the Survey Validation Rubric
(Appendix E), and an Adobe® portable document format version the Introduction Letter
to Expert Panel Members (Appendix D) were emailed to the twenty members of the SME
panel from this researcher’s St. John’s email account. The verbiage from the Introduction
Letter to Expert Panel (Appendix D) was pasted into the body of the referenced email.
The links to the above instruments were disabled after seven days, by which time
nineteen of the twenty panel members (95%) provided complete responses to both the
HSOLS and the Rubric. A reminder email had been sent to the SME panel after five days,
prompting them to complete the process, and a thank you email was sent to all members
after the survey period had closed.

58

The demographics as reported on the HSOLSs returned by the nineteen SME
panel members who responded revealed that seventeen (89.47%) have been with their
current agency between fifteen and twenty years, that eighteen (94.73%) have over
fifteen-years of federal service with seven (36.84%) reporting more than twenty-years of
federal service (not including military service), and that fifteen (78.95%) have over
twenty-five years in their professional careers with ten (56.23%) having over thirty-one
years in their professional career. See Figures 7 and 8 for an illustration of service time.
Figure 7
Subject Matter Expert Panel Members Years of Federal Service

Note. Figure 7 illustrates the number of years panel members have been with their current
agency and their total years of federal service (not counting military service).
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Figure 8
Subject Matter Expert Panel Members Years in Professional Career
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Note. Figure 8 illustrates the number of total years panel members have in their
professional career.
Of the nineteen SME respondents, eleven (57.89%) serve in the Senior Executive
Service, eight (42.11%) are GS-15s or equivalent; fifteen identified themselves as Senior
Leaders, and four as Managers. Nine of the SME respondents have worked for more than
one federal homeland security organization, in total the participants have worked for ten
various federal homeland security agencies, and sixteen (84.21%) have served at a
national Headquarters Unit. Fifteen (78.95%) of the respondents are male, three (15.79%)
are female, one respondent preferred not to disclose their gender, and six (31.58%) are
veterans of the armed forces. Equally as impressive as their professional careers is their
educational achievements; seventeen (89%) of the SME respondents have earned college
degrees, nine (47.37%) of the SME respondents hold a master’s degree, eight (42.11%) a
bachelor’s degree; the remaining two (10.53%) have taken some college courses but have
not earned their degrees. While all are currently serving as federal homeland security
professionals, fourteen (73.68%) have also served in a state/local/tribal law enforcement,
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firefighting, emergency management agency, or emergency medical response
organization.
After experiencing the HSOLS, SME panel members were asked to evaluate the
instrument using a rubric that was hosted on the QuestionPro ® website (Appendix B).
The Rubric asked the SME panel to evaluate the elements of the HSOLS by using a
standardized four-point scale: 1: Not Acceptable – Major modifications needed, 2: Below
expectations – Some modifications needed, 3: Meets expectations – no modifications
needed, but could be improved with minor changes, and 4: Exceeds Expectations – No
modifications needed. Using the four-point scale, SMEs evaluated the HSOLS in
seventeen areas as follows. See Figure 9 and Table 6 for a summary of responses by area
evaluated.
Figure 9
Subject Matter Expert Panel Rubric Response Totals

Note: Figure 9 illustrates SME evaluation responses to HSOLS as received on Rubric
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Table 6
Results of Subject Matter Expert Panel Evaluation

Q1: Questions are complete
Q2: Only one question is asked
at a time
Q3: Questions are
understandable
Q4: Questions are direct and
specific
Q5: Questions are concise
Q6: Questions do not contain
unnecessary words
Q7: Questions are asked in
positive manner
Q8: Response options do not
cover more than one
choice
Q9: Questions are unbiased and
do not lead participant to
a response
Q10: Terms are understandable
Q11: Questions are free from
agency jargon
Q12: Response options allow
participants to respond
appropriately
Q13:Technical language is
limited and appropriate
Q14: Questions relate to
practices and expertise of
participants
Q15: Questions are sufficient to
answer research purpose
of the survey
Q16: Survey instructions are
easy to follow and
understand
Q17: Definitions are
understandable

1-Not
2-Below
3-Meets
4-Exceeds
acceptable expectations expectations expectations
0
0
6
13
0

0

3

16

0

0

6

13

0

0

3

16

0

0

3

16

0

0

5

14

0

0

5

14

0

0

13

6

0

1

7

11

0

0

6

13

0

0

4

15

0

0

10

9

0

0

4

15

0

0

5

14

0

0

4

15

0

0

5

14

0

0

4

15

Note. Table 6 provides evaluation totals as reported by the SME Panel.
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The responses for all seventeen areas evaluated on the Rubric totaled 229
responses in the category “Exceeds Expectations – No modifications needed;” ninetythree responses fell in the category of “Meets-Expectation – No modifications needed but
could be improved with minor changes;” one rating of “Below Expectations – Some
modifications needed” was received, and no questions were rated “Not acceptable.”
Only two questions/areas evaluated by the SME panel received more three ratings
than four ratings (13-6 and 10-9 respectively), both regarding available response options
on the HSOLS (Response options do not cover more than one choice and Response
options allow participants to respond appropriately) see Table 6. Two written comments
from SMEs supported these ratings by observing that more response options (versus the
5-point scale originally used) would help participants better respond to questions; see
Table 8. Due to SME feedback regarding available response options, Questions 16, 21-24
25, and 30-31 were increased from 5-Point Likert-Scale responses to 7-Point Likert-Type
response options.
One question on the rubric, Question 9 “Questions are unbiased and do not lead
participant to a response,” was the only question to be rated poorly receiving one rating in
the below expectations range, with a comment by that reviewer that:
Occasionally, choices for response will direct opinion—e.g., “heavy-handed” and
“dictator” when describing autocratic. It forces the respondent to consider only
negative autocratic leaders, e.g., XXX [Name of contemporary example from
respondent’s agency removed by author] while not leaving room for effective
autocrats such as MacArthur or Thatcher.
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Based on the above observation, the definition of autocratic leadership provided in the
original HSOLS was modified from “Characterized by dictatorial leadership that orders
and directs while seeking little to no feedback from the workforce. Leaders enforce
policy with heavy hands, and subordinates are expected to follow orders as given,” to
“Characterized by practices that tend to centralize power, authority, and decision making
(Callier, 2020). Leaders enforce policy, and subordinates are expected to follow direction
as given.” Table 7 below provides all written comments provided by the SME panel, as
well as the action taken to address, if any.
Table 7
Written comments from Subject Matter Expert Panel
RESPONDANT ID

50924781

50909168

50781631

50667637

COMMENT
Occasionally, choices for response will
direct opinion—e.g., “heavyhanded” and “dictator” when
describing autocratic. It forces the
respondent to consider only
negative autocratic leaders, e.g.,
XX while not leaving room for
effective autocrats such as
MacArthur or Thatcher. I cannot
currently think of a more
contemporary example in the XX.
The third response for this survey has a
typo. “Improved” otherwise
fantastic job.
Excellent survey. Thank you for asking
me to serve on the expert panel.
Looking forward to the results of
this study.
1) Consider expanding the GS scale
options for Question #5. There is a
significant difference in
experience, duties, and leadership
responsibilities between a GS-13
and a GS-15 currently linked
together. 2) Response options can
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ACTION TAKEN

Definitions
modified

Corrected

N/A

GS Response
options expanded;
response options
modified to 7Point scale

50651637

50636833

50616754

50503324

be improved by changing "neither
agree or disagree" to "somewhat
agree."
This is a survey any leader would be
passionate to take. I actually
would’ve liked a section on the
effect on morale and retention that
the organizational structure and
leadership has on the workforce
but understand that this type of
questioning is better suited to a
follow-on survey.
The survey is well written but in many
cases I found myself pondering
how my response may vary
depending on the circumstance. I
also found myself returning to and
or looking up definitions to ensure
that I was answering appropriately.
At times I felt like the questions
and answers didn't accurately
capture my feelings and or
thoughts.
I recommend the author of this survey
assist in revamping the Federal
Employee Viewpoint Survey
(FEVS), as the clarity of
definitions, questions and ease of
taking the survey by far surpass
that of FEVS.
I thought the answers provided, at times,
were polarizing. I would have
preferred to have had an
opportunity to answer "somewhat"
at times. In addition, all agencies
within the Department of
Homeland Security seem to have a
hierarchical command structure at
the Headquarters level and field
elements mirror that design.
However, when work is conducted
in the field, there is more of a
decentralized command structure.
If I were to complete this survey
again, I would like have had a
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N/A

Response options
modified to 7Point scale. Key
terms worksheet
developed and
provided as an
attachment to
subsequent
surveys

N/A

Response options
modified to 7Point scale

50486243

better understanding of the focal
point (HQ/Region/Field).
Typo Q 13 (If retired of separated, please
list your supervisory status at time
of separation) suggest changing of
to OR.

Corrected

Note: Table 7 captures all written responses provided by members of the SME Panel on
the evaluation rubric, as well as any actions taken by the author of the HSOLS.
Step 2 – HSOLS Pilot Results
Step two of the Collingridge process, described above, involves a pilot run of a
survey instrument to collect data for statistical analysis. Potential members of the pilot
group were identified by this researcher based on their position, experience within DHS
and in the homeland security committee writ large, diversity, and similarity in
demographics to the future sample. The author contacted each individual telephonically
and/or by email and requested that they voluntarily serve on the group to pilot the
HSOLS. Each of the 150 people who agreed to be a member of the pilot group provided
their private email address which was used for correspondence regarding this project.
A web-link to the second version of the HSOLS (Appendix F) hosted on the
QuestionPro® website, an Adobe® portable document format version the Introduction
Letter to Pilot Population (Appendix G), and a list of key terms in Adobe ® portable
document format (Appendix H) was emailed to the 150 members of the pilot group from
this researcher’s St. John’s email account. The verbiage from the Introduction Letter to
Pilot Population (Appendix G) was pasted into the body of the referenced email. The link
to the above instrument was disabled after fourteen days, by which time 138 of the 150
pilot group members (92%) provided complete responses to the HSOLS. A reminder
email was sent to the pilot group panel after the first five days, prompting them to
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complete the process, and a thank you email was sent to all members after the survey
period had closed.
The demographics as reported on the HSOLSs returned by the 138 pilot group
members who responded revealed that 107 (77.53%) have been with their current agency
for more than 15-years, that 112 (81.16%) have over 15-years of federal service with
fifty-one (36.96%) reporting more than 20-years of federal service (not including military
service), and that sixty-two (44.92%) have 26-30 years in their professional careers with
thirty (21.73%) having over 31-years. See Figures 10 and 11 for illustrations of service
time.
Figure 10
Pilot Group Years of Federal Service
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Note. Figure 10 illustrates the number of years pilot group members have been with their
current agency and their total years of federal service (not counting military service).
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Figure 11
Pilot Group Years in Professional Career
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Note. Figure 11 illustrates the number of total years pilot group members have in their
professional career.
Of the 138 pilot group respondents, three serve in the Senior Executive Service,
thirty are GS-15s, fifty are GS-14s, thirty-six are GS-13s, ten are GS-12s, two are GS11s, one is a GS-10, and six are between the grades of GS-7 and 9 (note: respondents are
in the above GS category or equivalent based on agency classification). See Figure 12.
Figure 12
Pilot Group Pay Category
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Note. Figure 12 illustrates the pay category/grade (or equivalent) of pilot group, if retired
or separated respondents were asked to list the highest grade achieved.
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Fourteen pilot members identified themselves as Senior Leaders, twenty as
Managers, fifty-two as Supervisors, ten as Team Leaders, and thirty-eight as nonSupervisors. Sixty-two of the pilot respondents have worked for more than one federal
homeland security organization, in total the participants have worked for twenty-four
various federal homeland security agencies, and seventy-two (52.17%) have served at a
national Headquarters Unit. Nineteen (13.77%) of the respondents are female, 117
(84.78%) are male, two respondents preferred not to disclose their gender, and seventyone (51.45%) are veterans of the armed forces. Equally as impressive as their
professional careers, 108 (78.26%) have college degrees; one a doctoral or terminal
degree, thirty-five have earned master’s degrees, and seventy-two bachelor’s degrees, See
Figure 13.
Figure 13
Pilot Group Education Levels
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Note. Figure 13 illustrates the education levels of the pilot group.
Four of the pilot group members are retired or separated from federal service
while 134 remain in active service, fifty-six (40.58%) have also served in a
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state/local/tribal law enforcement, firefighting, emergency management agency, or
emergency medical response organization.
Step 3 – HSOLS Pilot Data Cleaning
Data from the pilot run of the HSOLS was exported from the QuestionPro ®
website in SPSS format and examined for accuracy on SPSS Version 24 (Collingridge
Step-3).
Step 4 – HSOLS Pilot Principal Components Analysis
Step 4 of the Collingridge survey validation process involves conducting a
Principal Components Analysis (PCA) to identity the factors being measured by the
survey. PCA is a variable-reduction technique that attempts to minimize a larger set of
variables into a smaller set that account for the majority of variance and are considered
the principal components of the instrument (Laerd Statistics, 2015). PCA works here
because the theory suggests an underlying structure of several major components. As
noted by Laerd Statistics (2015) while there are statistical factors to be considered during
PCA, there are also many subjective decision points at which the researcher will have to
make a judgment on which direction to go.
A principal component analysis (PCA) was run in SPSS Version 24 on the thirtyfour question HSOLS that is designed to measure the effectiveness of various
organizational structures and leadership models for homeland security organizations; the
HSOLS was piloted to 150-participants, of which 138 (92%) responded. The first
fourteen questions on the HSOLS are descriptive in nature, collecting data on
demographics of the participants, and were not subjected to PCA; the remaining twenty
substantive questions on the HSOLS were broken down into thirty-eight components by
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SPSS during PCA by virtue of question design. For example, Question 26 asks
participants to rate their familiarity (on a 5-Point Likert-Scale) with two types of
leadership styles (Autocratic and Transformational), data for each leadership style
appears individually resulting in this question counting as two components. Free-write
text boxes were not included in the PCA.
The suitability of PCA was assessed prior to analysis. According to Laerd
Statistics (2015), a variable’s level of correlation is considered acceptable at r ≥ 0.3; and
variables achieving that score should be retained. Inspection of the correlation matrix
showed that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than r ≥ 0.3; with
the exception of Question 25 which posted a coefficient of .159, Question 27R1 at .250,
Question 31 at .295, and Question 33R4 at .268. To ensure sampling adequacy a KaiserMeyer-Olkin (KMO) measure for the entire dataset was examined as well as the KMO
for each separate variable, and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was assessed. The overall
KMO measure inclusive of all components was 0.683, “mediocre” (0.6 ≤ KMO < 0.7)
according to Kaiser’s (1974) classifications of measures values. Individual components
measured KMOs greater than 0.5, with the exception of Question 22 (KMO = .488) and
Question 33/5 (KMO = .499). According to Lathrop, C., & Eaglen, M. (2001) individual
KMO values should be ≥ 0.5, but that KMOs closer to 1.0 are better. Bartlett's test of
sphericity was statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was factorable.
Based on the above results one question was removed from the analysis, Question
25, “To what extent do you agree with the statement that a homeland security
organization should use a different organizational structure for the management of
emergency operations than it does for routine operations” due to a low correlation score
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of .159, and the test was conducted again. NOTE: three other questions as noted above
posted coefficients below 0.3 but were retained: 1) Question 27R1 had a coefficient of
.250 but is closely aligned with Question 27R2 which posted several coefficients over 0.3
including one at .455 and another at .583; 2) Question 31 has a coefficient of .295 and is
close enough to the subjective standard to retain, and 3) Question 33R4 had a coefficient
of .268 but is closely aligned to Questions 33R1, 33R2, 33R3, and 33R5 which all posted
several coefficients over 0.3.
After the removal of Question 25, an inspection of the new correlation matrix
showed that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than r ≥ 0.3; with
the exception of Question 27R1 at .250, Question 31 at .295, and Question 33R4 at .268
which remained unchanged; and were again retained based on the previously stated
rational. To ensure sampling adequacy a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure for the
entire dataset was examined as well as the KMO for each separate variable, and Bartlett’s
Test of Sphericity was reassessed. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure
inclusive of all components increased to 0.683, remaining in the “mediocre” (0.6 ≤ KMO
< 0.7) category according to Kaiser’s (1974) classifications of measures values. Table 8
illustrates the results of the KMO, and Bartlett’s Test. Individual components measured
KMOs greater than 0.5, with the exception of Question 22 (KMO = .488) and Question
33R5 (KMO = .489). Table 9 lists the individual KMO score for each retained
variable/question. According to Lathrop, C., & Eaglen, M. (2001) individual KMO
values should be ≥ 0.5, but that KMOs closer to 1.0 are better. Bartlett's test of sphericity
remained statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was factorable.
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Table 8
KMO and Bartlett’s Test – HSOLS Pilot
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling
Adequacy
Bartlett's Test of
Approx. Chi-Square
Sphericity
df
Sig.

0.683
2126.638
666
0.000

Note: Table 8 demonstrates the KMO and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity results on the
adjusted correlation matrix based on data from the HSOLS pilot.
Table 9
Individual KMO Measures – HSOLS Pilot
Variable
Q15R1
Q15R2
Q15R3
Q15R4
Q15R5
Q16R1
Q16R2
Q16R3
Q16R4
Q16R5
Q17
Q18
Q19
Q20
Q21
Q22
Q23
Q24
Q26R1

KMO Measure
0.775
0.778
0.818
0.790
0.716
0.546
0.569
0.664
0.757
0.731
0.594
0.610
0.655
0.655
0.719
0.492
0.783
0.739
0.820

Variable
Q26R2
Q27R1
Q27R2
Q28
Q29
Q30
Q31
Q32R1
Q32R2
Q32R3
Q32R4
Q32R5
Q33R1
Q33R2
Q33R3
Q33R4
Q33R5
Q34

KMO Measure
0.783
0.590
0.702
0.571
0.596
0.508
0.535
0.605
0.645
0.612
0.728
0.604
0.716
0.741
0.602
0.479
0.489
0.569

Note: Table 9 lists the individual KMO measure for each retained variable/question.
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Kaiser (1960) developed the eigenvalue-one criterion (also referred to as the
Kaiser criterion) which states that the components that have eigenvalues greater than one
should be retained, and those with eigenvalues less than one should be discarded as the
referenced component would account for a smaller amount of variance than required to
be relevant. PCA revealed twelve components that had eigenvalues greater than one and
that explained 70.522% of the total variance. Table 10 illustrates the eigenvalues of the
first twelve components as well as the amount of individual and cumulative variance
accounted for by each. The eigenvalue for the thirteenth variable was .896.
Table 10
Eigenvalues and Percentage of Variance – HSOLS Pilot
Component
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Eigenvalue
6.298
3.531
2.590
2.043
2.017
1.868
1.677
1.525
1.318
1.122
1.078
1.026

% of Variance
17.02
9.543
7.001
5.523
5.452
5.049
4.532
4.123
3.561
3.033
2.913
2.773

Cumulative %
17.02
26.563
33.564
39.087
44.539
49.588
54.119
58.242
61.804
64.837
67.75
70.522

Note: Table 10 illustrates the eigenvalues of the first twelve components as well as the
amount of individual and cumulative variance accounted for by each.
Another method to determine which components to retain is a visual examination
of the scree plot (Laerd Statistics, 2015). Visual inspection of the scree plot (Figure 14)
during this PCA indicated a major inflection point at four components and a minor
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inflection point near seven components indicating that either a four or seven component
solution would be acceptable (Cattell, 1966). An evaluation of a component’s percentage
of total variance is also a method used to determine which components to retain; retaining
those components that explain 5% to 10%, or 60% to 70% of total variance (Laerd
Statistics, 2015). Application of the 5% standard to this dataset would result in the
retention of the first six components, while utilization of the 60% standard would result
in retention of the first nine components. According to Laerd Statistics (2015), there is
often not a single correct answer when determining which components to retain during a
PCA, and that individual researchers should apply the above rulesets to their data and
research objectives when making a determination.
Figure 14
Scree Plot: Pilot Run HSOLS

Note: Figure 14 Scree Plot illustrates the two potential inflection points identified during
PCA.
75

Based on a totality of circumstances as applied to the data from the pilot run of
the HSOLS, as well as the research objectives and methods associated with this study, a
four-component solution meets the interpretability criterion and therefore four
components were retained accounting for 39.087% of total variance. The rotated solution
exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data was
consistent with the HSOLS which measured strong loadings of familiarity of key
concepts on Component 1, ICS items on Component 2, effectiveness of structure on
Component 3, effectiveness of leadership on Component 4. Component loadings and
communalities of the rotated solution are presented in Table 11.
Table 11
Rotated Structure Matrix for PCA with Varimax Rotation for a Seven Component Survey

Q26R1
Q23
Q14R4
Q26R2
Q16R4
Q27R2
Q32R4
Q15R1
Q15R2
Q32R3
Q32R2
Q33R1
Q19
Q28
Q24
Q16R5
Q15R5
Q15R3
Q16R3

1
0.701
0.688
0.679
0.672
0.615
0.602
0.597
0.593
0.557
-0.464
0.442
0.401
0.395
-0.365
0.002
0.235
0.256
0.476
-0.019

Component
2
3
0.275
0.011
-0.187
-0.261
0.294
-0.006
0.285
0.066
-0.162
-0.265
-0.048
-0.022
0.042
-0.236
0.383
0.097
0.247
0.157
0.105
0.232
0.052
-0.038
0.176
-0.286
-0.021
-0.097
0.088
0.117
0.662
0.085
0.660
0.059
0.644
0.191
0.544
0.189
0.530
-0.052
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4
Communalities
-0.064
0.509
0.229
0.470
0.270
0.564
0.172
0.620
0.221
0.524
0.081
0.365
-0.047
0.292
0.035
0.300
0.272
0.524
0.238
0.506
-0.131
0.335
-0.318
0.596
0.048
0.168
0.223
0.192
0.043
0.346
0.107
0.311
0.078
0.628
0.073
0.448
-0.128
0.572

Q21
0.160
0.490
-0.275
0.067
Q22
-0.304
0.456
-0.055
-0.090
Q20
-0.019
0.426
-0.083
0.055
Q33R5
0.110
0.350
-0.170
-0.190
Q18
0.003
0.198
0.650
-0.365
Q16R1
-0.007
0.126
0.588
-0.059
Q33R3
0.242
0.231
-0.528
-0.291
Q29
-0.200
0.253
0.517
-0.219
Q30
-0.043
0.295
-0.485
0.008
Q32R1
-0.334
0.001
0.393
0.327
Q31
0.066
0.190
-0.321
0.081
Q32R5
-0.025
0.153
-0.031
0.697
Q33R4
-0.015
0.133
-0.083
0.528
Q32R2
-0.240
-0.073
0.378
0.494
Q16R2
0.208
-0.076
-0.083
0.486
Q17
-0.158
-0.271
0.296
-0.386
Q27R1
-0.158
0.348
0.179
-0.386
Q34
0.148
-0.177
-0.106
0.331
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in sixteen iterations.

0.567
0.327
0.371
0.205
0.419
0.324
0.150
0.373
0.217
0.337
0.416
0.511
0.375
0.450
0.475
0.303
0.200
0.174

Note: Table 11 illustrates the loadings for the four components retained with thirty-seven
variables/questions. Major loadings for each item are bolded.
Step 5 – HSOLS Pilot Internal Consistency
One popular measure of internal consistency/reliability used by researchers is the
Cronbach’s alpha test designed to establish how much scale items are measuring the
same dimension (Laerd Statistics, 2015). For Cronbach’s alpha tests to be successful, like
scales and similar question construct should be compared and when a single survey uses
multiple scales or measures diverse items multiple Cronbach’s alpha tests may need to be
run (Laerd Statistics, 2015). As with the PCA conducted on the HSOLS pilot, the first
fourteen questions were not examined for internal consistency as they are descriptive in
nature, collecting data on demographics of the participants. The question that was
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removed during the PCA (Question 25) and free-write text boxes were not subjected to
Cronbach’s alpha testing. Question design of the HSOLS utilizes 5-Point Likert-Scales,
7-Point Likert-Type scales, and forced option selection featuring various selections. The
literature puts forth varying standards of acceptable internal consistency for Cronbach’s
alpha ranging from 0.6 or greater (Aithal and Aithal, 2020), while others argue that
establishing a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.7 or higher is necessary (DeVellis, 2003;
Kline, 2005).
The HSOLS is designed to measure various aspects of organizational structure
and leadership as applied to homeland security organizations and was piloted to a group
of 150-participants, of which 138 (92%) completed the survey. Following a PCA of the
pilot results, discussed in the preceding section, the HSOLS was reduced to thirty-seven
factors/questions, and four components. The HSOLS had an acceptable level of internal
consistency as determined by a Cronbach’s alpha of .694, see Table 12.
Table 12
Reliability Statistics: Pilot HSOLS
Cronbach's
Alpha
0.694

Cronbach's Alpha Based
on Standardized Items
0.724

Number of
Items
37

Note: Table 12 illustrates the results of the Cronbach’s alpha test and internal reliability
of the HSOLS based on the pilot run.
Step 6 – HSOLS Revision
Minor revisions were made to the HSOLS based on feedback received from the
SME panel including expanded response options (7 versus 5-point scales), softened
definitions, and the creation of a terminology sheet to assist future participants as the
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navigate through the survey. Based on the results of the PCA on the results of the pilot
run of the HSOLS the following question was be removed from the instrument before it
was launched to the sample population.


Question 25: To what extent do you agree with the statement that a homeland
security organization should use a different organizational structure for the
management of emergency operations than it does during routine operations?

Due to the fact that this modification was made based on a statistical review of the data
received from the pilot, and is minor in nature, a second pilot was not conducted.
Sample
A convenience sample was used to collect data for this study. Leedy and Ormrod
(2019) note that convenience sampling is appropriate for quantitative studies when
sampling readily available participants. Additionally, convenience sampling is
appropriate when researchers are faced with restrictions over which the researcher has no
control, such as “distance or access issues” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2019, p. 242). While there
is a preference among some researchers to utilize random samples, many are forced to
use convenience sampling due to external factors such as cost and time (Emerson, 2015).
The sample population for the study included the 1,100-members of the Federal
Law Enforcement Officers Association (FLEOA), Chapter 14, geographically located in
South Florida. The FLEOA internet homepage indicates that:
The Federal Law Enforcement Officers Association (FLEOA) is the largest
nonpartisan, nonprofit professional association, exclusively representing federal
law enforcement officers. FLEOA represents more than 26,000 federal law
enforcement officers from over sixty-five different agencies. FLEOA is a charter
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member of the DHS Federal Law Enforcement Working Group, holds two seats
on the Congressional Badge of Bravery Federal Board, serves on the Executive
Board of the National Law Enforcement Officers Memorial Fund and the
National Law Enforcement Steering Committee. (2020).
Membership in FLEOA is strictly voluntary and includes representation from all federal
law enforcement organizations, those both inside and outside of DHS, and is open to
personnel that serve at all grades and positions as federal law enforcement officers/agents
– as well as honorably retired or separated personnel (FLEOA, 2020). There are both
advantages and disadvantages to utilizing this sample.
Advantages to this sample included: 1) large size, 2) diversity in grade, position,
and organization, 3) potential application outside of DHS, and 4) greater anonymity as
the participants will be contacted by FLEO Chapter 14 representatives versus by this
author. Of these advantages, the increased diversity in the sample population
(grade/position/organization) may prove to be the most impactful to the study. One
option for a sample would be to only solicit responses from executive and/or
management level personnel serving within a single agency or department, thus
sharpening the focus by organization and rank. The diverse FLEOA sample, however,
will include all ranks – offering the perspective of front-line employees as opposed to
only managers or executives – as well as the input of personnel from outside of DHS
which may help avoid “group-think” fueled by shared experience and common training
executed throughout a singular organization. Additionally, by including the perspectives
of personnel outside of the department additional comparisons were possible, and the
applicability of the research to other agencies may be enhanced.
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The benefits gained from this sample, however, did come with some anticipated
disadvantages that include: 1) geographic limitation to personnel stationed in South
Florida (or at least enrolled in the South Florida chapter of FLEOA), and 2) anticipated
minimal inclusion of mission support [non-law enforcement] personnel. Although
targeting the membership of the South Florida chapter of FLEOA, the geographic issue
may not be overly significant as many federal organizations frequently move their
personnel around the country – especially as they move up through the ranks. As such, it
is likely that many of the 1,100 FLEOA members in Chapter 14 (South Florida) will have
served in other duty stations around the country. The larger challenge stemming from this
sample may have come from a limitation to job series. Membership eligibility to FLEOA
requires that applicants submit an OPM Standard Form-50 proving that they are full time
or retired law enforcement officers of the United States government (FLEOA, 2020). The
FLEOA definition of a federal law enforcement officer includes Coast Guard and
Department of Defense military police officers, as well as state and local peace officers
assigned to a federal task force – which will potentially include state/local officers
assigned to a Joint Terrorism Task Force (JTTF) or High Intensity Drug Trafficking Task
Force (FLEOA, 2020). Other personnel (non-law enforcement) who support the federal
law enforcement mission are allowed to become “associate” FLEOA members but must
be nominated by a regular member in good standing (FLEOA, 2020). DHS, while
employing the most federal officers of any federal department, also has components with
no law enforcement authority, and all components have units that do not perform a first
responder or direct law enforcement/security role (such as component intelligence and
administrative units).
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The above sample challenges acknowledged, the mission of DHS is one of
security and response, and it is in these areas that DHS has been frequently criticized for
its leadership and operational performance. The conclusions drawn from this research
will leave work for other researchers who may wish to expand the geography and job
series of participants.
When considering if a sample size is adequate, Leedy and Ormrod (2019) point to
the general rule that “the larger the sample, the better,” but note the practical
considerations researchers face when determining size (p. 179). Established guidelines to
determine sufficient sample size note that if a population totals five hundred the sample
should target fifty percent, if the population totals 1,500 the sample should target twenty
percent, and beyond a total population for 5,000 the population size becomes nearly
“irrelevant” and a sample of 400 is adequate (Leedy & Ormrod, 2019, p. 179). As the
total population of DHS is well over 200,000, and that of the homeland security
enterprise of the United States writ large is significantly larger, the 1,100 FELOA
members in this sample pool falls within acceptable tolerance levels.
Ethical Issues
This study will not involve any type of physical experimentation or observation of
participants in the performance of their duties. As such, there is minimal risk of
conducting any breeches of ethical conduct. The participants, all voluntary members of
FLEOA, were invited to participate in the survey via private email from FLEOA
representatives, versus from this researcher. These factors helped eliminate ethical
conflicts of interest as participants were not responding in their official capacity,
government equipment and systems were not used, and anonymity of the participants was
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protected. All participants were volunteers, and the nature and purpose of this study was
clearly communicated to each in writing. However, as most participants were active
members in a federal organization, there is a continuing duty to protect them from the
fear of retribution or retaliation on behalf of their employer, and to protect their
reputation within the profession. Not only will this practice protect individuals, but also
likely increased participation by easing concerns of those solicited. Bachman and Schutt
(2020) point to locked records and the assignment of unique identification codes as
methods to protect participant privacy and confidentiality. Both methods were used, and
each individual was provided a unique identification code generated and assigned by the
QuestionPro® software used to conduct the survey. All data and participant information
will be consolidated and maintained on a password protected spreadsheet that will be
stored on a password protected USB [thumb] drive that will be maintained in the
principal investigator’s home safe for a period of seven years from completion of the
research project – at which time the thumb drive will be erased and destroyed.
One key point is that the introductory letter and link to the survey were emailed to
the participants by FLEOA representatives and responses were anonymous, as such this
author does not have the names, email addresses, or any personal identifiable information
of participants.
Furthermore, special populations such as children or prisoners, were not involved
so there were no inherent ethical concerns to the population itself. Additionally, the
section of the survey instrument used to gather demographic information on the
participants in the study was intentionally kept broad so that responses would minimize a
reader’s ability to identify individuals based on job title, description, etc.
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Finally, this project was referred to the Saint John’s University Institutional
Review Board (IRB) for review and received IRB approval before data collection began.
(Appendix I) Leedy and Ormrod (2015) note that IRBs consist of academics who
evaluate research proposals to ensure that no harm will be done to participants. This
author requested, and was granted, a waiver to requirements for any form of written
consent from participants. Waivers to informed consent requirements are appropriate
when there is minimal risk of harm to participants, when online surveys are used to
collect data, and when the greatest risk to participants may be compromised anonymity
negatively impacted by said signed consent (Leedy & Ormrod, 2019).
Measurement
Measures for central tendency (mean, median and mode) and frequency were used
in analyzing survey data collected. Based on response rates and diversity of respondents,
additional analysis using Independent Sample t-tests was conducted after separating
respondents into two separate groups based on participant responses to HSOLS Question
13, “What is your supervisory status?” The two groups that were developed included: 1)
Supervisors – that included respondents who identified themselves as a supervisor,
manager, or senior leader, and 2) non-Supervisors – that included respondents who
identified themselves as a team leader, non-supervisor, or who selected the response
option N/A. Supervisory status was used versus pay category/grade as the latter does not
identify which employees have a supervisory role. The presumption of the Independent
Samples t-Test was that the variances between the two groups would not be statistically
significantly different (accepting H0) and would be consistent with the results of the total
sample.
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R1, “What type of organizational structure is best for a homeland security
organization,” was examined by two hypotheses; H1 Organizational structures impact the
performance of a homeland security organization, and H 2: Adaptive and flexible
organizational structures are more effective than rigid structures for homeland security
organizations. R1H1 will be answered by Questions 15, 16, and 21; Questions 15 and 16
are five-part questions and overall acceptance will be based on totality of results for each.
Table 13 illustrates the standard that has been established to determine if each question
supports accepting R1H1. R1H2 will be answered by Questions 16-20 and 22-24.
Questions 16 and 18 are multipart and overall acceptance will be based on totality of
results for each. Question 17 will only be examined using Independent Sample t-Test as
its primary function is to inform the responses to Question 18. Table 14 illustrates the
standard that has been established to determine if each question supports accepting R 1H2.
Table 13
Hypothesis Tests for R1H1 Questions 15, 16, and 21
Question

Standard
Of Central Tendency

Standard
t-Test

MO ≥ 4
MO ≥ 4
MO ≥ 4
MO ≥ 4
MO ≥ 4

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

MO ≤ 3

p > 0.05

Q15: How familiar are you with the
following types of
organizational structure?
Bureaucratic Model
Open System Model
Hierarchical Structure
Decentralized Structure
ICS
Q16: To what extent do you agree that
the following types of
organizational structure are
effective for the successful
operation of a homeland
security organization?
Bureaucratic Model
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Open System Model
Hierarchical Structure
Decentralized Structure
ICS
Q21: To what extent do you agree with
the statement that appropriate
organizational structure is
important for the successful
operation of a homeland
security organization?

MO ≥ 5
MO ≤ 3
MO ≥ 5
MO ≤ 3
MO ≥ 5

p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05

Note. Table 13 outlines standards for testing to examine if each question supports
accepting R1H1.
Table 14
Hypothesis Tests for R1H2 Questions 16-20, and 22-24.
Question
Q16: To what extent do you agree that
the following types of
organizational structure are
effective for the successful
operation of a homeland
security organization?
Bureaucratic Model
Open System Model
Hierarchical Structure
Decentralized Structure
ICS
Q17: Which of the following
organizational structures best
describes the structure of your
current agency?
Q18: How would you rate the
effectiveness of your current
agency?
Bureaucratic Model
Open System Model
Hierarchical Structure
Decentralized Structure
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Test Standard
of Central Tendency

Standard for
t-Test

MO ≤ 3
MO ≥ 5
MO ≤ 3
MO ≥ 5
MO ≤ 3
Question 17 is not
tested for central
tendency; it informs
Question 18.
% Agree Effective

p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05

< 50%
> 50%
< 50%
> 50%

p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05

p > 0.05

Q19: During routine operations, which
of the following organizational
structures do you believe is
most effective?
Q20: During emergency operations,
which of the following
organizational structures do
you believe is most effective?

MO = 2 or 4

p > 0.05

MO = 2 or 4

p > 0.05

Q22: To what extent do you agree
with the statement that
homeland security
organizations should use a
hierarchical command
structure?
Q23: To what extent do you agree
with the statement that
homeland security
organizations should use a
decentralized command
structure?
Q24: To what extent do you agree
with the statement that the
command structure defined in
NIMS is effective?

MO ≤ 3

p > 0.05

MO ≥ 5

p > 0.05

MO ≤ 3

p > 0.05

Note. Table 14 outlines standards for testing to examine if each question supports
accepting R1H2.
R2, “What leadership style is most appropriate for homeland security
organizations,” will be examined by two hypotheses; H 1: Leadership style does impact
the performance of a homeland security organization, and H 2: Traits associated with
transformational leadership style are more appropriate for homeland security
organizations. R2H1 will be answered by Questions 25, 26, 29, and 30; Questions 25 and
26 are two-part questions and overall acceptance will be based on totality of results for
each. Table 15 illustrates the standard that has been established to determine if each
question supports accepting R2H1. R2H2 will be answered by Questions 26-28 and 31-33.
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Questions 26, 28, 31, and 32 are multipart and overall acceptance will be based on
totality of results for each. Question 27 will only be examined using Independent Sample
t-Test as its primary function is to inform the responses to Question 28. Table 16
illustrates the standard that has been established to determine if each question supports
accepting R2H2.
Table 15
Hypothesis tests for R2H1 Questions 25, 26, 29, and 30
Question

Test Standard
of Central Tendency

Standard for
t-Test

MO ≥ 4
MO ≥ 4

N/A
N/A
p > 0.05

MO ≥ 5
MO ≥ 5
MO ≥ 5

p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05

MO ≥ 5

p > 0.05

Q25: How familiar are you with
the following leadership
models/styles?
Autocratic
Transformational
Q26: To what extent do you agree
that the following types of
leadership models are
effective for the successful
operation of a homeland
security organization?
Autocratic
Transformational
Q29: To what extent do you agree
with the statement that the
appropriate organizational
leadership model is
important for the effective
operation of a homeland
security organization?
Q30: To what extent do you agree
with the statement that a
homeland security
organization's leadership
model should be aligned
with its organizational
structure?

88

Note. Table 15 outlines standards for testing to examine if each question supports
accepting R2H1.
Table 16
Hypothesis tests for R2H2 Questions 26-28 and 31-33
Question
Q26: To what extent do you agree
that the following types of
leadership models are
effective for the successful
operation of a homeland
security organization?
Autocratic
Transformational
Q27: Which of the following
leadership styles is most
prevalent at your current
agency
Q28: How would you rate the
effectiveness of the
leadership style of your
current agency?
Autocratic
Transformational
Q31: To what extent do you agree
with the statement that a
transformational
leadership model correctly
aligns with the following
organizational structure?
Bureaucratic
Open System
Hierarchical
Decentral
ICS
Q32: To what extent do you agree
with the statement that an
autocratic leadership
model correctly aligns
with the following
organizational structure?

Test Standard
of Central Tendency

Standard for
t-Test

MO ≤ 3
MO ≥ 5
Question 27 is not
tested; it informs
Question 28.

p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05

% Agree Effective
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< 50%
> 50%

p > 0.05
p > 0.05

MO ≥ 5
MO ≥ 5
MO ≥ 5
MO ≥ 5
MO ≥ 5

p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05

Bureaucratic
Open System
Hierarchical
Decentral
ICS
Q33: Which of the following
leadership styles is most
appropriate for the
successful operation of a
homeland security
organization?

MO ≤ 3
MO ≤ 3
MO ≤ 3
MO ≤ 3
MO ≤ 3
MO = 2

p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05
p > 0.05

Note. Table 16 outlines standards for testing to examine if each question supports
accepting R2H2.
In addition to examining if any given theory rises above the others, data was cross
referenced by demographic items such as agency, grade, supervisory level, gender, etc.
Free write text boxes were included in the survey to allow participants to expand upon or
qualify their response provided in the multiple-choice answers. Comments collected in
the free write boxes were examined to identify any common themes presented by the
sample and coded based on categories discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. Based on this
analysis, it may be possible to draw conclusions or generalize; however, the nature of the
sample limited those possibilities. It is most likely that the free write qualitative portion
of this survey will inform future modifications to the survey instrument itself, and/or
identify areas where future research can be conducted. An alpha level of 0.05 was used
for all relevant statistical tests. Hypotheses testing and results are reported in Chapter 4,
conclusions regarding the research questions are reported in Chapter 5.
Limitations of Research Design
The primary limitation to this research lies within the constitution of the
convenience sample which was confined to the membership of FLEOA Chapter 14,
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South Florida. This sample may include all grade levels of federal law enforcement
personnel, and all agencies (including organizations who do not fall under the umbrella of
DHS) who employ them. Conversely, it is anticipated that certain DHS components with
a direct homeland security mission, such as FEMA, will be underrepresented in this
sample. Homeland security agencies, however, span the jurisdictional gamut of federal,
state, local, and tribal; and includes law enforcement agencies (many outside of DHS),
firefighting organizations, state/regional/local emergency management agencies, and
emergency medical response units across the United States. According to the US
Department of Justice (2016), there are 18,000 federal, state, county, or local law
enforcement agencies in the United States. FEMA (2019) identifies fifty state or district
level Emergency Management Agencies within the Continental US. The US Fire
Administration (2020), a FEMA entity, notes that there are over 2,900 full-time [allcareer] fire departments in the Unites States. This researcher lacks the resources to collect
data from those various organizations, but by sampling FLEOA membership, and
therefore representatives across the array of federal law enforcement, valuable ‘outside’
perspective may be gleaned. Additionally, the convenience sample used for data
collection was the membership of the FLEOA Chapter 14 which is based in South
Florida, which is likely to limit perspectives from individuals currently serving in other
areas of the country. Furthermore, homeland security organizations operating in both
benign and exigent circumstances are required to rely heavily on partnerships at all levels
of government, and with private nongovernmental organizations. Future research should
concentrate on the perspective of public and private entities outside of DHS and expand
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the sample across the nation. The above being acknowledged, this author believes that
this sample is an appropriate place to start this work.
A second limitation lies in the survey instrument itself which was built and
validated specifically for this research and lacks broader reliability and validity tests.
Several steps were taken by this author to help mitigate this limitation as described in
Chapter 3, Instrument Validation Process and Results pages fifty-three through seventyeight. These steps included the use of an SME panel, a pilot run, and analysis as
prescribed in the Collingridge Process.
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
The necessity for this research was exhibited in chapters one and two which drove
the development of the research questions and the theoretical framework to answer them.
This chapter will examine each question and determine if it supports associated
hypotheses. After presenting hypothesis acceptance decisions for each relevant HSOLS
question, the concluding section of this chapter will provide supplemental analysis of the
key concepts examined through the lens of various demographic categories captured in
the sample, and by comparing various questions to one another. This additional analysis
along with applicability to the two research questions will be discussed in Chapter 5.
Research Questions and Hypothesis Acceptance
This dissertation attempts to answer two broad research questions, and four
research hypotheses. Conclusions regarding the two research questions will be discussed
in Chapter 5; data analysis that supported acceptance or declination of the four
hypotheses will be presented throughout this chapter.
R1: What type of organizational structure is best suited for homeland security
organizations?
H1: Organizational structures impact the performance of a homeland security
organization. The data supported acceptance of R 1H1
H2: Adaptive and flexible organizational structures are more effective than
rigid structures for homeland security organizations. The data did not
support acceptance of R1H2
R2: What leadership style is most appropriate for homeland security
organizations?
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H1: Leadership style does impact the performance of a homeland security
organization. The data supported acceptance of R 2H1
H2: Traits associated with transformational leadership style are more
appropriate for homeland security organizations. The data supported
acceptance of R2H2
Data Collection – Summary and Execution
Data was gathered using a unique survey, the Homeland Security Organizational
Structure and Leadership Survey (HSOLS), designed and validated by this author as
described in Chapter 3. The survey consists of a total of thirty-three close-ended
questions, and two free write text boxes for participants to provide additional clarification
or information they feel is relevant. One of the thirty-three closed-ended questions will
branch to a free-write text box based on the respondent’s initial response option, and
seven questions contain a response option of “other” which will prompt the respondent to
qualify the response in a text box. The survey is divided into three sections, Section I of
the survey consists of fourteen questions designed to capture demographic information on
the respondents, Section II consists of ten questions regarding Organizational Structure,
and Section III consists of nine questions about leadership models and style. The survey
was conducted anonymously to protect the identity of the convenience sample which
included the 1,100 members of the FLEOA Chapter 14 located in south Florida.
To launch the survey, FLEOA representatives emailed an invitation to participate
in the HSOLS to the 1,100 members of FLEOA Chapter 14. The verbiage from the
Introduction Letter to Survey Participants (Appendix A) was pasted into the body of the
referenced email which also included a web-link to the last version of the HSOLS
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(Appendix B) hosted on the QuestionPro® website at https://hsols.questionpro.com. The
survey was initially live for a fourteen-day period, by which time 168 individuals (15%)
had responded to all questions of the instrument. After eighteen days, the initial invitation
email was forwarded back to the 1,100 members of Chapter 14 by FLEOA
representatives, along with a reminder that the survey would be closed in seven days.
After being live for twenty-seven days the link to the above instrument was disabled by
which time 231 of the 1,100 sample group members (21%) provided complete responses
to the HSOLS. Note: while there are 1,100 members of FLEOA Chapter 14; it is
unknown how many had access to technology required for the survey (internet and
device) as DHS and other federal law enforcement agencies deployed personnel across
the globe in response to several exigencies including the evacuation of personnel from
Afghanistan following the US troop withdrawal.
It should be noted that the survey was viewed 716 times, that 286-participants
began the survey, and that 231-participants completed all sections of the HSOLS
indicating a completion rate of 80.77%. Of the fifty-five individuals who did not
complete all questions of the HSOLS: eleven dropped out after acknowledging the survey
introductory statement, fourteen dropped out on random questions within Section I
Demographics, seventeen dropped out after acknowledging the instructions for Section II
Organizational Structure, two on random questions within Section II, and eleven dropped
after acknowledging the instructions for Section III Leadership. Speculation by this
researcher concludes that survey design may have been confusing to participants causing
them to think they were done after completing one of the three sections, instructions may
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have been too verbose, and that the section designed to collect demographics information
(mirrored on the design used in the FEVS) may have been too extensive or intrusive.
Data from the execution run of the HSOLS was exported from the QuestionPro ®
website in SPSS format and examined for accuracy on SPSS Version 24. After the data
had been cleaned it was subject to a check for internal consistency.
HSOLS Internal Consistency
A common measure of internal consistency and reliability used by researchers is
the Cronbach’s alpha test which is designed to establish how well scale items are
measuring the same dimension (Laerd Statistics, 2015). As with the Cronbach’s alpha
testing on the HSOLS pilot, the first fourteen questions regarding demographics of
respondents were not examined for internal consistency as they are descriptive in nature.
Question design of the HSOLS utilizes 5-Point Likert-Scales, 7-Point Likert-Type scales,
and forced option selection. The literature puts forth varying standards of acceptable
internal consistency for Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 0.6 or greater (Aithal and Aithal,
2020), while others argue that establishing a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.7 or higher is
necessary (DeVellis, 2003; Kline, 2005). By either standard, the HSOLS had an
acceptable level of internal consistency as determined by a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.77, see
Table 17.
Table 17
Reliability Statistics HSOLS
Cronbach's
Alpha
0.775

Cronbach's Alpha Based
on Standardized Items
0.788
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N of Items
37

Note: Table 17 illustrates the results of the Cronbach’s alpha test and internal reliability
of the HSOLS based on the results of the target run.
HSOLS Confidence Level and Margin of Error
As outlined in chapter three and in the introductory paragraph to this chapter, a
convenience sample population of 1,100 members from the FLEOA Chapter 14 were
selected for this study. When the survey period closed, 231 (21%) complete survey
responses had been received. Babbie (2021) notes that the potential for non-response bias
increases with lower return rates, and that other than a 100% return rate there is not an
acceptable response rate – while acknowledging that most return rates fall well below
70%. One methodology utilized to address return rates is determining the margin of error
associated with the results, with the general rule for social research establishing
acceptable margin of error as three percent for continuous data and five percent for
categorical data (Bartlett, Kotrlik, and Higgins, 2001). A table developed by Bartlett,
Kotrlik, and Higgins (2001), and presuming alpha = 0.05, and a t = 1.65, a population
size of 1,000 would require a sample of 106 for continuous data and 278 for categorical
data to produce a confidence level of ninety-five percent and a margin of error of five
percent. Margin of error can be calculated with the formula MOE = z * √p * (1 - p) / √(N
- 1) * n / (N - n), where z = 1.96 for an alpha of 0.05, the confidence level for the results
of the HSOLS = +/- 0.525. A margin of error calculator available at Suverymonkey.com
places the margin of error for the results of the HSOLS at +/- 6%. While a higher
response rate would have been preferred, this researcher recognizes the obstacles inherent
to data collection in a survey of this type and acknowledges the negative impact these
results will have on the generalizability of the data collected.
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Data Analysis and Measurement
Data was analyzed using SPSS version 24 and descriptive statistics presented in
this dissertation resulted from the output of that program. The succession of analysis
included response frequency data and central tendency analysis. As the majority of the
collected data were the results of Likert and Likert-Type scales, the median and mode
were most often relied upon as were variance and standard deviation. Leedy and Ormrod
(2019) define the median as the middle number of a set of scores, and the mode as the
score that participants most often select. To support the conclusions drawn from the
examination of frequency and central tendency, Independent Samples t-tests were
conducted to examine if there were statistically different responses between two major
groups in the study. Responses from Question13, “What is your supervisor status?” were
separated into two categories; 1) Supervisors which included respondents that identified
themselves as a supervisor, manager, or senior leader, and 2) non-Supervisors which
included respondents that identified themselves as a team leader, non-supervisor, or
selected the response option “N/A.” As previously noted, supervisory status was used
versus pay category/grade as the latter does not depict supervisory status. In cases where
independent samples t-tests were conducted, the alpha value was 0.05, and p value was
examined to help support or reject the null hypothesis. Results from Levene’s Test were
evaluated to check for homogeneity of variance when Sig. was found to be p > 0.05 the
test was non-significant and equal variances were assumed. Using the appropriate degree
of freedom based on the results of the Levene’s Test, a Student’s t Distribution Table was
consulted to identify Critical Value; when t-Value was smaller than the critical value the
test was not statistically significantly different and equal variances were assumed. Next
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the probability value from the t-test (Sig. 2-tailed) was examined and when p > 0.05 the
test was not statistically significantly different and equal variances were assumed.
Finally, the lower and upper confidence levels were examined and when the values
crossed zero the test was found to be not statistically significantly different and equal
variances were assumed. Amount of variance between group responses to each question
was used to support or reject the null hypothesis, and the research hypotheses were
examined with the presumption being that responses from both groups (supervisors and
non-supervisors) would not be statistically significantly different (t-test null hypothesis
accepted) and would be consistent with the overall findings of central tendency.
Results: HSOLS Section I Demographics
The fourteen questions within Section I of the HSOLS were intended to collect
demographic information on respondents. As reported on the surveys returned, the 231
respondents currently work for thirty-two various federal homeland security agencies;
notably, ninety-seven (41.9%) are currently employed by (or retired/separated from) a
DHS component, forty-six (19.9%) preferred not to list their agency, and eighty-eight
(38.1%) are currently employed by (or retired/separated from) a non-DHS organization.
Additionally, 141 (61.04%) have worked for more than one federal homeland security
organization, including twenty-two agencies that do not currently employ any of the
respondents – as such the participants have worked for at least fifty-four different federal
agencies. Table 18 lists the federal agencies that HSOLS respondents reported working
for currently or in the past. Forty-six (19.9%) respondents preferred not to identify their
agency, and seventy-two (31.17%) have also served at a national Headquarters Unit.
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Table 18
Federal Agencies where Respondents have Experience
Border Patrol
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms
& Explosives
Customs and Border Protection
Department of Defense (DCIS, NCIS,
USAF-OSI, MP)
Diplomatic Security Service
Drug Enforcement Agency
Federal Air Marshal Service
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Fish and Wildlife Service

Bureau of Indian Affairs
US Capital Police

Immigration and Customs Enforcement
Internal Revenue Service
Office of Inspector General
Transportation Security Administration
US Attorney's Office-CI
US Marshal Service
US Mint Police
US Park Police

US Postal Inspection Service
US Secret Service
Federal Reserve System Police
US Courts
Department of Transportation

Department of Labor
Treasury Inspector General for Tax
Administration
Homeland Security Investigations
Federal Aviation Administration
Bureau of Prisons

Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Criminal Enforcement Smithsonian
DOT Nuclear Regulatory Commission
National Gallery of Art
Pentagon Force Protection Agency
Central Intelligence Agency
Health & Human Services - National
Institute of Health PD
Bureau of Printing and Engraving
Department of Commerce
"Legacy INS"
US Interstate Commission
"Legacy Customs"
National Aeronautics and Space
Administration
Defense Intelligence Agency
Department of Housing and Urban
Development
Federal Law Enforcement Training
Centers
Department of Education
US Pretrial Services
Small Business Administration-OIG
USDA Tropical Agriculture Research
Station
Cybersecurity and Infrastructure
Security Agency
Federal Emergency Management
Agency
Joint Terrorism Task Force
Veteran’s Administration
Social Security Administration

Note. Table 18 lists the fifty-four federal agencies that HSOLS respondents reported
working for currently or in the past. Data indicating how many respondents reported
100

working for a specific agency has not been included to help protect anonymity of
participants – some agencies represented will only have a small number of employees
based in the area. Forty-six (19.9%) respondents preferred not to identify their agency.
The average respondent has been with their current agency between 11-14 years,
and seventy-eight (33.76%) have been with their current agency for more than 15-years.
Table 19 displays frequency distribution for respondent time with current agency. The
median time reported with current agency was 11-14 years, with a standard deviation of
1.52.
Table 19
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Respondent Time with Current Agency

Valid

Frequency
< 1 year
1
1 to 3 years
16
4 to 5 years
35
6 to 10 years
53
11 to 14 years
48
15 to 20 years
39
> 20 years
39
Total
231

Percent
0.4
6.9
15.2
22.9
20.8
16.9
16.9
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0.4
0.4
6.9
7.4
15.2
22.5
22.9
45.5
20.8
66.2
16.9
83.1
16.9
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 19 shows the frequency distribution for HSOLS responses to Question 2
“How long have you served with your current agency.” The M = 4.75, the Mdn = 5, the
Mo = 4, with SD = 1.52 and a variance of 2.32; n = 231.
The average HSOLS respondent has worked for the federal government (not
including military service) between 11-14 years, and 119 (51.15%) have over 15-years of
federal service including sixty-seven who reported more than 20-years of federal service.
Table 20 displays frequency distribution for respondent time with the federal
government. The median reported for total federal service was 15-20 years, with a
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standard deviation of 1.38. Figure 15 is an illustration comparing respondents time with
current agency and total federal service.
Table 20
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Respondent Total Service with Federal Government

Valid

< 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 14 years
15 to 20 years
> 20 years

Total

Frequency
0
6
14
45
47
52
67

Percent
0
2.6
6.1
19.5
20.3
22.5
29.0

231

100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0
0
2.6
2.6
6.1
8.7
19.5
28.1
20.3
48.5
22.5
71.0
29.0
100.0

100.0

Note: Table 20 shows the frequency distribution for HSOLS responses to Question 3
“How long have you served with the Federal Government (excluding military service)?”
The M = 5.41, the Mdn = 6, the Mo = 7 with SD = 1.38 and a variance of 1.9; n = 231.
The average HSOLS respondent has between 16 and 20 years of total service in
their professional careers, with sixty-nine (29.9%) reporting over 26-years in their
professional careers including twenty-two who reported serving for over 31-years. Table
21 displays frequency distribution for respondent time in their professional careers. The
median reported for total time in professional career was 21-25 years with a standard
deviation of 1.55. Figure 16 illustrates respondent total time in their professional careers.
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Figure 15
HSOLS Respondent Years of Federal Service
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Note. Figure 15 illustrates the number of years respondents have been with their current
agency and their total years of federal service (not counting military service).
Table 21
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Respondent Total Service in Professional Career

Valid

< 1 year
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
16 to 20 years
21 to 25 years
26 to 30 years
> 31 years
Total

Frequency
0
2
27
41
45
47
47
22
231

Percent
0
0.9
11.7
17.7
19.5
20.3
20.3
9.5
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0
0
0.9
0.9
11.7
12.6
17.7
30.3
19.5
49.8
20.3
70.1
20.3
90.5
9.5
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 21 shows the frequency distribution for HSOLS responses to Question 7
“Which best describes the total years of service in your professional career?” The M =
5.46, the Mdn = 6, the Mo = 6, with SD = 1.55 and a variance of 2.4; n = 231.
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Figure 16
HSOLS Respondent Years in Professional Career
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Note. Figure 16 illustrates the total years HSOLS respondents have in their professional
career.
Of the 231 HSOLS respondents, ten serve in the Senior Executive Service,
twenty-five are GS-15s, thirty-five are GS-14s, seventy-four are GS-13s, thirty-seven are
GS-12s, four are GS-11s, thirty-seven are GS-10s, and nine are between the grades of
GS-7 and 9 (note: respondents are in the above GS category or equivalent based on
agency classification – individuals who have retired or separated from federal service
were asked to report the highest grade they achieved). See Figure 17 for an illustration of
respondent pay grades. The median response to pay grade was GS-13 with a standard
deviation of 1.78. Table 22 displays frequency distribution for respondent pay
grade/category.
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Figure 17
HSOLS Respondent Pay Categories
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Note. Figure 17 illustrates the pay category/grade (or equivalent) of HSOLS respondents,
if retired or separated respondents were asked to list the highest grade achieved.
Table 22
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Respondent Highest Pay Grade

Valid

GS 1-6
GS 7-9
GS 10
GS 11
GS 12
GS 13
GS 14
GS 15
SES
Total

Frequency
0
9
37
4
37
74
35
25
10
231

Percent
0
3.9
16.0
1.7
16.0
32.0
15.2
10.8
4.3
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0
0
3.9
3.9
16.0
19.9
1.7
21.6
16.0
37.7
32.0
69.7
15.2
84.8
10.8
95.7
4.3
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 22 shows the frequency distribution for HSOLS responses to Question 5
“What is your current pay category/grade?” If retired or separated respondents were

105

asked to indicate the highest grade achieved. The M = 5.67, the Mdn = 6, the Mo = 6,
with SD = 1.78 and a variance of 3.17; n = 231.
Twenty-three respondents identified themselves as Senior Leaders, nineteen as
Managers, thirty-nine as Supervisors, thirty-six as Team Leaders, and 110 (47.6%) as
non-Supervisors. Table 23 displays frequency distribution for respondent supervisory
status.
Table 23
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Respondent Supervisory Status

Valid

Senior Leader
Manager
Supervisor
Team Leader
Non-Supervisor
N/A
Total

Frequency
23
19
39
36
110
4
231

Percent
10.0
8.2
16.9
15.6
47.6
1.7
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
10.0
10.0
8.2
18.2
16.9
35.1
15.6
50.6
47.6
98.3
1.7
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 23 shows the frequency distribution for HSOLS responses to Question 13
“What is your supervisory status?” If retired or separated respondents were asked to list
supervisory status at time of separation. The M = 3.88, the Mdn = 4, the Mo = 5, with SD
= 1.39 and a variance of 1.93; n = 231.
Forty-one (17.7%) of the respondents are female, 151 (65.4%) are male, thirtynine (16.9%) preferred not to disclose their gender, and 135 (58.4%) are veterans of the
armed forces representing each of the five-services. Equally as impressive as their
professional careers, 172 (74.5%) have college degrees; eight a Doctoral/Professional
Degree (e.g., Ph.D., MD, JD), forty-six have earned master’s degrees, and 118 bachelor’s
degrees, See Figure 18 for an illustration of respondent’s maximum education levels.
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Figure 18
HSOLS Respondent Education Levels
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Note. Figure 18 illustrates the education levels as reported by HSOLS Respondents.
Thirty-five (15.15%) of the HSOLS respondents are retired or separated from
federal service while 196 (84.85%) remain in active service. Additionally, 148 (64.07%)
respondents have also served in a state/local/tribal law enforcement, firefighting,
emergency management agency, or emergency medical response organization.
Results and Hypotheses Tests: HSOLS Section II Organizational Structure
Section II of the HSOLS included ten questions designed to examine
organizational structure as it relates to homeland security organizations. The section
began with definitions of key terms (See Appendix B) to help ensure that the respondents
would be answering questions consistently. The first research question (R 1 = What type
of organizational structure is best suited for a homeland security organization) has two
supporting hypotheses. The research question will be addressed in Chapter 5, but the
hypotheses will be addressed in this section. R 1H1 reads that “Organizational structures
impact the performance of a homeland security organization,” and was supported by data
analysis of HSOLS Questions 15, 16, and 21. R 1H2 reads that “Adaptive and flexible
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organizational structures are more effective than rigid structures for homeland security
organizations,” and was not supported by data analysis of HSOLS Questions 16-20, and
22-24.
Question 15 of the HSOLS asked participants how familiar they are with five
types of organizational structure, 1) Bureaucratic Model, 2) Open System Model, 3)
Hierarchical Command Structure, 4) Decentralized Command Structure, and 5) the
National Incident Command Structure (ICS) prescribed by DHS/FEMA. Respondents
were asked to rate their familiarity with each structure on a 5-Point Likert-Scale of 1-Not
at all Familiar, 2-Slightly Familiar, 3-Moderately Familiar, 4-Very Familiar, and 5Extremely Familiar. Figure 19 illustrates the level of familiarity that HSOLS respondents
had with the various organizational structures and Table 24 illustrates statistics for the
results of this question. Responses to familiarity with each structure will be examined
below; a totality of these responses indicate that Question 15 supports acceptance of
R1H1.
Figure 19
HSOLS Respondent Familiarity with Organizational Structures
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Note. Figure 19 illustrates the respondent familiarity level with the five organizational
structures examined on the HSOLS.
Table 24
HSOLS Question 15 Familiarity with Various Structures

N

Valid
Missing

Mean
Median
Mode
SD
Variance

Bureaucratic
231
0
3.72
4.00
4
0.987
0.975

Open System Hierarchical Decentral
231
231
231
0
0
0
1.97
4.09
3.49
2.00
4.00
4.00
1
4
4
1.017
0.837
1.017
1.034
0.700
1.034

ICS
231
0
3.24
3.00
3
1.123
1.260

Note: Table 24 shows statistics (mean, median, mode, standard deviation, and variance)
for the five components of HSOLS Question 15; n = 231.
Participants familiarity with the Bureaucratic Model was high as 155 respondents
(67.1%) indicated that they are very or extremely familiar with it, forty-eight (20.8%)
reported being moderately familiar with it, and twenty-eight (12.1%) were either slightly
or not at all familiar with it. Table 25 illustrates the frequency distribution for familiarity
with the Bureaucratic model. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a
median score of 4-Very familiar, a modal score of 4-Very familiar, a standard deviation
of 0.99 and a variance of 0.97. The modal score of 4-Very familiar passes the test for
central tendency of MO ≥ 4 supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 1H1. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There is a statistically significant difference in familiarity with the
bureaucratic model between supervisors (n = 811, M = 4.07, SD = 0.85) and non-
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supervisors (n = 150, M = 3.53, SD = 1.01); conditions t(189.37), = 4.322, p = 0.001. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is rejected for this particular section of Question 15. This portion of Question 15,
however, supports acceptance of R1H1.
Table 25
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 15 – Bureaucratic Model

Valid Not at all familiar
Slightly familiar
Moderately
familiar
Very familiar
Extremely familiar
Total

Frequency
7
21
48

Percent
3.0
9.1
20.8

Valid %
3.0
9.1
20.8

Cumulative %
3.0
12.1
32.9

108
47
231

46.8
20.3
100.0

46.8
20.3
100.0

79.7
100.0

Note: Table 25 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 15 Familiarity with
the Bureaucratic Model of organizational structure; n = 231
The structure the respondents were least familiar was the Open System Model,
with 155 (67.1%) reporting slight or no familiarity with it, fifty-nine (25.5%) moderately
familiar, and only seventeen (7.36%) being very or extremely familiar with it. Table 26
illustrates the frequency distribution for familiarity with the Open Systems Model of
organizational structure. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median
score of 2-Slightly familiar, a modal score of 1-Not at all familiar, a standard deviation of
1.02 and a variance of 1.03. The modal score of 1-Not at all familiar fails the test for
central tendency of MO ≥ 4 and does not support acceptance of associated hypothesis
R1H1. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between
participants who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified
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themselves as non-supervisors. There is a statistically significant difference in familiarity
with open system model between supervisors (n = 81, M = 2.37, SD = 1.1) and nonsupervisors (n = 150, M = 1.76, SD = 0.9); conditions t(138.83), = 4.275, p = 0.001. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is rejected for this particular section of Question 15. This portion of Question 15
does not support acceptance of R1H1.
Table 26
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 15 – Open Systems Model

Valid Not at all familiar
Slightly familiar
Moderately familiar
Very familiar
Extremely familiar
Total

Frequency Percent
101
43.7
54
23.4
59
25.5
15
6.5
2
0.9
231
100.0

Valid %
43.7
23.4
25.5
6.5
0.9
100.0

Cumulative %
43.7
67.1
92.6
99.1
100.0

Note: Table 26 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 15 Familiarity with
the Open System Model of organizational structure; n = 231.
The respondents were most familiar with Hierarchical Command Structure as 191
respondents (82.7%) reported being very or extremely familiar with it, twenty-nine
(12.6%) were moderately familiar with it, while only eleven (4.8%) were slightly or not
at all familiar with it. Table 27 illustrates the frequency distribution for familiarity with
Hierarchical Command Structures. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a
median score of 4-Very familiar, a modal score of 4-Very familiar, a standard deviation
of 0.84 and a variance of 0.70. The modal score of 4-Very familiar passes the test for
central tendency of MO ≥ 4 supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 1H1. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
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who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There is a statistically significant difference in familiarity with hierarchical
command structure between supervisors (n = 81, M = 4.46, SD = 0.65) and nonsupervisors (n = 150, M = 3.89, SD = 0.86); conditions t(229), = 5.146, p = .001. The null
hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples
is rejected for this particular section of Question 15, however, this portion of Question 15
supports acceptance of R1H1.
Table 27
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 15 – Hierarchical Model

Valid

Not at all familiar
Slightly familiar
Moderately familiar
Very familiar
Extremely familiar
Total

Frequency
3
8
29
116
75
231

Percent
1.3
3.5
12.6
50.2
32.5
100.0

Valid %
Cumulative %
1.3
1.3
3.5
4.8
12.6
17.3
50.2
67.5
32.5
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 27 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 15 Familiarity with
Hierarchical Command Structures; n = 231.
Respondents also showed a high-level familiarity with Decentralized Command
Structures as 122 respondents (52.8%) indicated that they are very or extremely familiar
with it, seventy-six (32.9%) reported being moderately familiar with it, and thirty-three
(14.3%) were either slightly or not at all familiar with it. Table 28 illustrates the
frequency distribution for familiarity with Decentralized Command Structures. The
sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 4-Very familiar, a
modal score of 4-Very familiar, a standard deviation of 1.02 and a variance of 1.03. The
modal score of 4-Very familiar passes the test for central tendency of MO ≥ 4 supporting
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acceptance of associated hypothesis R1H1. An independent samples t-test was conducted
to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and
those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is a statistically significant
difference in familiarity with decentralized command structure between supervisors (n =
81, M = 3.9, SD = 0.96) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 3.27, SD = 0.98); conditions
t(229), = 4.733, p = 0.001. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly
disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for this particular section of
Question 15, however, this portion of Question 15 supports acceptance of R 1H1.
Table 28
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 15 – Decentralized Model

Valid Not at all familiar
Slightly familiar
Moderately familiar
Very familiar
Extremely familiar
Total

Frequency
11
22
76
87
35
231

Percent
4.8
9.5
32.9
37.7
15.2
100.0

Valid %
4.8
9.5
32.9
37.7
15.2
100.0

Cumulative %
4.8
14.3
47.2
84.8
100.0

Note: Table 28 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 15 Familiarity with
Decentralized Command Structures; n = 231.
Perhaps a surprise result is the amount of familiarity respondents showed with the
National Incident Command Structure as only ninety-nine (42.8%) reported being very or
extremely familiar with it, sixty-nine (29.9) moderately familiar, and sixty-three (27.3%)
being slightly or not at all familiar with it. Table 29 illustrates the frequency distribution
for familiarity with the National Incident Command Structure. The sample consisted of
231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 3-Moderately familiar, a modal score of 3Moderately familiar, a standard deviation of 1.12 and a variance of 1.26. The modal score
113

of 3-Moderately familiar fails the test for central tendency of MO ≥ 4 and does not
support acceptance of associated hypothesis R1H1. An independent samples t-test was
conducted to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as
supervisors and those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is a
statistically significant difference in familiarity with the command structure outlined in
NIMS between supervisors (n = 81, M = 3.51, SD = 1.12) and non-supervisors (n = 150,
M = 3.09, SD = 1.1); conditions t(229), = 2.703, p = 0.007. The null hypothesis that there
will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for this
particular section of Question 15. This portion of Question 15 does not support
acceptance of R1H1.The next matter is whether to accept the research hypotheses
associated with the totality of Question 15. The majority of respondents indicated being
very familiar with three models, moderately familiar with one, and not at all familiar with
one. These results are largely consistent with the results of the independent sample t-tests,
Question 15 supports acceptance the research hypothesis associated with it (R 1H1). The
fifth part of Question 15, familiarity with ICS, received supplemental analysis based on
various demographic categories; the results of this additional scrutiny are reported later in
this chapter and discussed in Chapter 5.
Table 29
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 15 – ICS

Valid Not at all familiar
Slightly familiar
Moderately familiar
Very familiar
Extremely familiar
Total

Frequency
14
49
69
66
33
231
114

Percent
6.1
21.2
29.9
28.6
14.3
100.0

Valid %
6.1
21.2
29.9
28.6
14.3
100.0

Cumulative %
6.1
27.3
57.1
85.7
100.0

Note: Table 29 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 15 Familiarity with
the National Incident Command Structure; n = 231.
Question 16 of the HSOLS asked participants what extent they agreed that the
five types of organizational structures examined by the HSOLS are effective for the
successful operation of a homeland security organization and was used to evaluate both
R1H1 and R1H2. Again, the organizational structures considered were the 1) Bureaucratic
Model, 2) Open System Model, 3) Hierarchical Command Structure, 4) Decentralized
Command Structure, and 5) National Incident Command Structure prescribed by
DHS/FEMA. Respondents were asked to rate how effective each organizational structure
is for a homeland security organization on a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly
disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat
agree, 6-Agree, and 7-Strongly agree. Figure 20 illustrates the level of effectiveness that
HSOLS respondents assigned to each of the various organizational structures, and Table
30 illustrates statistics for the results of this question. Responses to effectiveness with
each structure will be examined below; a totality of these responses indicate that
Question 16 does not support acceptance of either R 1H1 or R1H2. Question 16 received
supplemental analysis by evaluating responses between additional demographic
categories; the results of this additional scrutiny are reported later in this chapter and
discussed in Chapter 5.
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Figure 20
HSOLS Respondent Effectiveness Rating of Various Organizational Structures
120
100

83

94

108

98

87

85

80
56

60
40

21
16
10 6

20
0

1

Bureaucratic Model

5

69

66
50

16
10
Open System

48
36

33
27
7

6

12

21
7

32

20

3 7 6

1 4 4

Hierarchical
Decentralized
Command Structure Command Structure

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree or disagree

Somewhat agree

Agree

NIMS

Strongly agree

Note. Figure 20 illustrates the level respondents agreed that the various organizational
structures are effective for successful operation of a homeland security organization.
Table 30
HSOLS Question 16 Effectiveness of Various Structures

N

Valid
Missing

Mean
Median
Mode
Std. Deviation
Variance

Bureaucratic
231
0
2.15
2.00
2
1.325
1.755

Open
Hierarchical
231
231
0
0
4.52
4.61
4.00
5.00
4
5
1.278
1.324
1.633
1.753

Decentralized
231
0
5.35
6.00
6
1.170
1.369

ICS
231
0
5.24
6.00
6
1.209
1.463

Note: Table 30 shows statistics (mean, median, mode, standard deviation, and variance)
for the five components of HSOLS Question 16; n = 231.
Respondents showed a uniform disapproval of the Bureaucratic Model as 198
(85.7%) somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed that it is effective for
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homeland security organizations, ten (4.3%) neither agreed or disagreed, and only
twenty-three (10%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that it is effective. Table
31 illustrates the frequency distribution for respondent effectiveness ratings of the
Bureaucratic Model. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score
of 2-Disagree, a modal score of 2-Disagree, a standard deviation of 1.32 and a variance of
1.75. The modal score of 2-Disagree passes the test for central tendency of MO ≤ 3
supporting acceptance of associated hypotheses R 1H1 and R1H2. An independent samples
t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants who identified
themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There
is not a statistically significant difference in effectiveness ratings of the bureaucratic
model between supervisors (n = 81, M = 2.31, SD = 1.57) and non-supervisors (n = 150,
M = 2.07, SD = 1.17); conditions t(229), = 1.327, p = 0.186. The null hypothesis that
there will not be significant disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this
particular section of Question 16. This portion of Question 16 supports acceptance of
both R1H1 and R1H2.
Table 31
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 16 – Effectiveness of Bureaucratic Model

Valid

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
83
94
21
10
16
6
1
231
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Percent
35.9
40.7
9.1
4.3
6.9
2.6
0.4
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
35.9
35.9
40.7
76.6
9.1
85.7
4.3
90.0
6.9
97.0
2.6
99.6
0.4
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 31 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 16 Effectiveness of
the Bureaucratic Model; n = 231.
The Open System Model fared better as only thirty-one (13.4%) somewhat
disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed that it is effective for homeland security
organizations, eighty-seven (37.7%) neither agreed or disagreed, and 113 (48.9%)
somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that it is effective. Table 32 illustrates the
frequency distribution for respondent effectiveness ratings of the Open Systems Model.
The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 4-Neither agree or
disagree, a modal score of 4-Neither agree or disagree, a standard deviation of 1.28 and a
variance of 1.63. The modal score of 4-Neither agree or disagree fails the test for central
tendency of MO ≥ 5 and does not support acceptance of associated hypotheses R 1H1 or
R1H2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between
participants who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified
themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a statistically significant difference in
effectiveness ratings of the open system model between supervisors (n = 81, M = 4.49,
SD = 1.36) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 4.53, SD = 1.23); conditions t(229), =
-0.224, p = 0.823. The null hypothesis for the secondary question that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this particular
section of Question 16. This portion of Question 16 fails to support acceptance of both
R1H1 and R1H2.
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Table 32
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 16 – Effectiveness of Open System Model

Valid

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
5
16
10
87
56
50
7
231

Percent
2.2
6.9
4.3
37.7
24.2
21.6
3.0
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
2.2
2.2
6.9
9.1
4.3
13.4
37.7
51.1
24.2
75.3
21.6
97.0
3.0
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 32 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 16 Effectiveness of
the Open Systems Model; n = 231.
Hierarchical Command Structures were also ranked as effective by the majority of
respondents as only fifty-one (22.1%) somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or strongly
disagreed that they are effective for homeland security organizations, twenty-seven
(11.7%) neither agreed or disagreed, and 153 (66.2%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or
strongly agreed that they are effective. Table 33 illustrates the frequency distribution for
respondent effectiveness ratings of Hierarchical Command Structures. The sample
consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 5-Somewhat agree, a modal
score of 5-Somewhat agree, a standard deviation of 1.32 and a variance of 1.75. The
modal score of 5-Somewhat agree fails the test for central tendency of MO ≤ 3 and does
not support acceptance of associated hypotheses R 1H1 or R1H2. An independent samples
t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants who identified
themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There
is a statistically significant difference in effectiveness ratings of hierarchical command
structure between supervisors (n = 81, M = 4.94, SD = 1.28) and non-supervisors (n =
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150, M = 4.43, SD = 1.32); conditions t(229), = 2.845, p = 0.005. The null hypothesis that
there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for
this particular section of Question 16. This portion of Question 16 does not support
acceptance of either R1H1 or R1H2.
Table 33
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 16 – Effectiveness of Hierarchical Structure

Valid

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
6
12
33
27
98
48
7
231

Percent
2.6
5.2
14.3
11.7
42.4
20.8
3.0
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
2.6
2.6
5.2
7.8
14.3
22.1
11.7
33.8
42.4
76.2
20.8
97.0
3.0
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 33 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 16 Effectiveness of
Hierarchical Command Structures; n = 231.
Decentralized Command Structures were ranked as the most effective
organizational structure for homeland security organizations as only sixteen (6.9%)
somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed that they are effective, twenty-one
(9.1%) neither agreed or disagreed, and 194 (84%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly
agreed that they are effective. Table 34 illustrates the frequency distribution for
respondent effectiveness ratings of Decentralized Command Structures. The sample
consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 6-Agree, a modal score of 6Agree, a standard deviation of 1.17 and a variance of 1.37. The modal score of 6-Agree
passes the test for central tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting acceptance of associated
hypotheses R1H1 and R1H2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare
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responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and those who
identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a statistically significant difference
in effectiveness ratings of the decentralized command structures between supervisors (n =
81, M = 5.33, SD = 1.27) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 5.37, SD = 1.11); conditions
t(229), = -0.206, p = 0.837. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly
disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this particular section of
Question 16. This portion of Question 16 supports acceptance of both R 1H1 and R1H2.
Table 34
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 16 – Effectiveness of Decentralized Structure

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
3
7
6
21
66
108
20
231

Percent
1.3
3.0
2.6
28.6
28.6
46.8
8.7
100.0

Valid %
1.3
3.0
2.6
28.6
28.6
46.8
8.7
100.0

Cumulative %
1.3
4.3
6.9
44.6
44.6
91.3
100.0

Note: Table 34 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 16 Effectiveness of
Decentralized Command Structures; n = 231.
Finally, the National Incident Command Structure was also rated as effective as
only nine (3.9%) somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed that it is effective
for homeland security organizations, sixty-nine (29.9%) neither agreed or disagreed, and
153 (66.2%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that it is effective. Table 35
illustrates the frequency distribution for respondent effectiveness ratings of the National
Incident Command Structure. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a
median score of 6-Agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a standard deviation of 1.21 and a
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variance of 1.46. The modal score of 6-Agree fails the test for central tendency of MO ≤
3 and does not support acceptance of associated hypotheses R 1H1 or R1H2. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There is a statistically significant difference in effectiveness ratings of the
command structure outlined in NIMS between supervisors (n = 81, M = 5.46, SD = 1.15)
and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 5.13, SD = 1.23); conditions t(229), = 1.992, p =
0.048. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between
the two samples is rejected for this particular section of Question 16. This portion of
Question 16 fails to support acceptance of both R 1H1 and R1H2.The next matter is
whether to accept the research hypotheses associated with this question. Question 16 was
used to examine both R1H1 and R1H2. As associated with R1H1 and R1H2, three of the five
parts to this question failed the central tendency test, and two failed the independent
samples t-test; Question 16 does not support acceptance of either R 1H1 or R1H2.
Table 35
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 16 – Effectiveness of ICS

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
1
4
4
69
36
85
32
231

Percent
0.4
1.7
1.7
29.9
15.6
36.8
13.9
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0.4
0.4
1.7
2.2
1.7
3.9
29.9
33.8
15.6
49.4
36.8
86.1
13.9
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 35 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 16 Effectiveness of
the National Incident Command Structure; n = 231.
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Question 17 of the HSOLS asked participants to describe the structure of their
current agency with selections ranging from 1-Bureaucratic, 2-Open System Model, 3Hierarchical Command Structure, 4-Decentralized Command Structure, and 5-Other, if
the other option was selected participants were directed to a free-write text box which
provided an opportunity for respondents to describe the structure of their current
organization. Most respondents, 124 (54.7%), identified their current agency as
Hierarchical, and seventy-seven (33.3%) described their agency as bureaucratic.
Combined these numbers indicate that 201 (87%) of respondents classified their current
agencies as either bureaucratic or hierarchical. Twenty-one (9%) identified the
organizational structure of their current agency as decentralized, five (2.1%) as using an
open system, and four (1.7%) selected the other option – with write in descriptions of 1)
“toxic and dysfunctional,” 2) “lose” [sic], 3) “A mix between Bureaucratic and
Hierarchical Command. What I would call the worst of each one: ‘…that there is one
right way to do a task’” and “focus on leadership authority and roles,” and 4) “N/A.” See
Figure 21 which illustrates how respondents classified the organizational structure of
their current agency, and Table 36 illustrates the frequency distribution for respondent
selections of current agency structure. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231)
with a median score of 3-Hierarchical command structure, a modal score of 3Hierarchical command structure, a standard deviation of 1.1 and a variance of 1.20.
Question 17 was informational in nature and used to inform analysis of Question 18 for
R1H2. As such a standard for central tendency was not associated with Question 17. An
independent samples t-test, however, was conducted to compare responses between
participants who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified

123

themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a statistically significant difference in
responses to Question 17 which asked respondents to identify the structure of their
current agency between supervisors (n = 81, M = 2.38, SD = 1.19) and non-supervisors (n
= 150, M = 2.47, SD = 1.05); conditions t(229), = -0.554, p = 0580. The null hypothesis
that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted
for Question 17.
Figure 21
HSOLS Respondent Current Agency Organizational Structure
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Note. Figure 21 illustrates how respondents classified the organizational structure of their
current agency.
Table 36
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 17 Current Agency Structure

Valid

Bureaucratic
Open System
Hierarchical
Decentralized
Other
Total

Frequency Percent
77
33.3
5
2.2
124
53.7
21
9.1
4
1.7
231
100.0

Valid %
33.3
2.2
53.7
9.1
1.7
100.0

Cumulative %
33.3
35.5
89.2
98.3
100.0

Note: Table 36 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 17 Current Agency
Structure; n = 231.
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After respondents selected the structure that best describes how their current
organizations are built Question 18 asked them to rate the effectiveness of that structure
on a 5-Point Likert-Scale of 1-Not at all Effective, 2-Slightly effective, 3-Neither
effective or ineffective, 4-Very Effective, and 5-Extremely effective. Participants were
also provided the response option of “6-Prefer not to answer” in the event they did not
feel comfortable rating their current organization. The majority of respondents, ninetytwo (39.8%), classified the effectiveness of their organization’s structure as either not at
all or slightly effective, sixty-five (28.1%) as neither effective or ineffective, sixty (26%)
as either very or extremely effective, and fourteen (6.1%) chose not to respond. Figure 22
illustrates how respondents rated the effectiveness of their current agency’s
organizational structure, and Table 37 illustrates the frequency distribution for respondent
ratings of the effectiveness of their current agency structure. The sample consisted of 231
subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 3-Neither effective or ineffective, a modal
score of 3-Neither effective or ineffective, a standard deviation of 1.3 and a variance of
1.7. Ratings of effectiveness from this question were cross referenced with responses of
organizational structure type (Q17) and tested based on the number of respondents who
rated the structure of their organization as effective per the following hypothesis
acceptance scale: 1) Bureaucratic < 50%. 2) Open System > 50%, 3) Hierarchical < 50%,
and 4) Decentralized > 50%. All four passed the test for central tendency supporting
acceptance of R1H2 with ratings as the follows 1) Bureaucratic was rated as effective by
7% of respondents, 2) Open System was rated as effective by 80% of respondents, 3)
Hierarchical was rated as effective by 25% of the respondents, and 4) Decentralized was
rated as effective by 95% of respondents. An independent samples t-test was conducted
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to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and
those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a statistically significant
difference in effectiveness ratings of the structure of their current organizations between
supervisors (n = 81, M = 3, SD = 1.3) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 2.88, SD = 1.3);
conditions t(229), = 0.813, p = 0.505. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for Question 18. The
next matter is whether to accept the research hypotheses associated with this question. All
elements of this question passed the central tendency test. and results of the independent
sample t-test, are consistent, and support acceptance of associated hypothesis (R 1H2).
Questions 17 and 18 received supplemental analysis by evaluating responses between
additional demographic categories and agency structure classification; the results of this
additional scrutiny are reported later in this chapter and discussed in Chapter 5.
Figure 22
HSOLS Effectiveness of Current Agency Organizational Structure
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Note. Figure 22 illustrates how respondents classified the effectiveness of the
organizational structure of their current agency.
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Table 37
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 18 Effectiveness of Current Agency Structure

Valid

Not at all effective
Slightly effective
Nether effective or ineffective
Very effective
Extremely effective
Prefer not to answer
Total

Frequency
33
59
65
55
5
14
231

Percent
14.3
25.5
28.1
23.8
2.2
6.1
100.0

Valid % Cumulative
14.3
14.3
25.5
39.8
28.1
68.0
23.8
91.8
2.2
93.9
6.1
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 37 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 18 Effectiveness of
Current Agency Structure; n = 231.
Question 19 of the HSOLS asked respondents to identify which organizational
structure is most effective for a homeland security organization during routine operations.
Respondents were provided the selection options of 1-Bureaucratic, 2-Open System
Model, 3-Hierarchical Command Structure, 4-Decentralized Command Structure, 5National Incident Command Structure, and an option of “6-Other” that would prompt the
respondent to write in a response in a free-write text box. The majority of respondents,
146 (63.2%) selected a decentralized command structure as the most effective for routine
operations, followed by forty-two (18.2%) who selected hierarchical command structure,
twenty-nine (12.6%) who selected open system model, seven who selected the National
Incident Command Structure, and three who selected a bureaucratic structure.
Additionally, four respondents opted to select other and provided written responses of 1)
“don’t know,” 2) “They [sic] way it was in the 80’s-90’s Where you could do your job
without all the political nonsense,” 3) “decentralized or open,” and 4) “not sure.” Table
38 illustrates the frequency distribution for respondent selections of the most effective
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structure for routine operations. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a
median score of 4-Decentralized command structure, a modal score of 4-Decentralized
command structure, a standard deviation of 0.86 and a variance of 0.74. The modal score
of 4-Decentralized passes the test for central tendency of MO = 2 or 4 supporting
acceptance of associated hypothesis R1H2. An independent samples t-test was conducted
to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and
those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a statistically significant
difference in selection of which structure is most effective for the success of a homeland
security organization during routine operations between supervisors (n = 81, M = 3.59,
SD = 0.738) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 3.59, SD = 0.920); conditions t(229), = 0.006, p = 0.995. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings
between the two samples is accepted for Question 19. The next matter is whether to
accept the research hypotheses associated with this question. The majority of respondents
indicated a preference for decentralized structures which is consistent with the results of
the independent sample t-test. Question 19 does support accepting R1H2.
Table 38
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 19 Most Effective Structure for Routine Ops

Valid

Bureaucratic
Open System

Frequency Percent
3
1.3
29
12.6

Hierarchical

42

18.2

18.2

32.0

Decentralized

146

63.2

63.2

95.2

ICS
Other
Total

7
4
231

3.0
1.7
100.0

3.0
1.7
100.0

98.3
100.0
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Valid % Cumulative %
1.3
1.3
12.6
13.9

Note: Table 38 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 19 regarding which
organizational structure is most effective during routine operations; n = 231.
Question 20 of the HSOLS asked respondents to identify which organizational
structure is most effective for a homeland security organization during emergency
operations. Respondents were provided the selection options of 1-Bureaucratic, 2-Open
System Model, 3-Hierarchical Command Structure, 4-Decentralized Command Structure,
5-National Incident Command Structure, and an option of “6-Other” that would prompt
the respondent to write a response in a free-write text box. For emergency operations the
majority of respondents 107 (46.3%) selected the National Incident Command Structure
as most effective, sixty-seven (29%) selected a hierarchical command structure, fortyeight (20.8%) a decentralized command structure, eight an open model, and none selected
a bureaucratic structure. One respondent selected the other option and wrote in “don’t
know.” Figure 23 illustrates which organizational structure respondents selected as most
effective for the operation of a homeland security organization during routine or during
emergency operations, and Table 39 illustrates the frequency distribution for respondent
selections of the most effective structure for emergency operations. The sample consisted
of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 4-Decentralized command structure, a
modal score of 5-ICS, a standard deviation of 0.95 and a variance of 0.9. The modal score
of 5-ICS failed the test for central tendency of MO = 2 or 4 and does not support
acceptance of associated hypothesis R1H2. An independent samples t-test was conducted
to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and
those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a significant difference
in selection of the most effective structure to ensure success of homeland security
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organizations during emergency operations between supervisors (n = 81, M = 4.14, SD =
0.919) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 4.10, SD = 0.968); conditions t(229), = 0.273,
p = 0.785. The null hypothesis that there will be no disparate ratings between the two
samples is accepted for Question 20. The next matter is whether to accept the research
hypotheses associated with this question. The majority of respondents indicated a
preference for ICS which is consistent with the results of the independent samples t-test;
however, Question 20 fails to support acceptance of R 1H2. Questions 19 and 20 received
supplemental analysis by evaluating the frequency structures that respondents selected as
most effective for both/all operations, and additional demographic categories; the results
of this additional scrutiny are reported later in this chapter and discussed in Chapter 5.
Figure 23
Respondent Selection: Most Effective Structure for Routine or Emergency Operations
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Note. Figure 23 illustrates which organizational structure respondents selected as most
effective for routine or emergency operations.
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Table 39
Frequency Distribution: Question 20 Most Effective Structure for Emergency Ops

Valid

Bureaucratic
Open System

Frequency Percent
0
0
8
3.5

Hierarchical

67

29.0

29.0

32.5

Decentralized

48

20.8

20.8

53.2

107
1
231

46.3
0.4
100.0

46.3
0.4
100.0

99.6
100.0

ICS
Other
Total

Valid % Cumulative %
0
0
3.5
3.5

Note: Table 39 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 20 regarding which
organizational structure is most effective during emergency operations; n = 231.
Question 21 asked respondents to what extent they agree that appropriate
organizational structure is important for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization. Respondents were asked to select agreement on a 7-Point Likert-Type scale
of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or disagree, 5Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7-Strongly agree. Over eighty percent of respondents, 199
(86.2%), indicated that they either somewhat agree, agree, or strongly agree that
organizational structure is important, with sixteen (6.9%) neither agreeing or disagreeing,
and only sixteen (6.9%) either somewhat disagreeing, disagreeing, or strongly
disagreeing. Figure 24 illustrates the level of agreement respondents have with the idea
that organizational structure is important, and Table 40 illustrates the frequency
distribution for respondent selections regarding the importance of organizational structure
to the success of a homeland security organization. The sample consisted of 231 subjects
(n = 231) with a median score of 6-Agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a standard deviation
of 1.26 and a variance of 1.6. The modal score of 6-Agree passed the test for central
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tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 1H1. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There is a statistically significant difference in response selection regarding
the importance of organizational structure to the successful operation of a homeland
security organization between supervisors (n = 81, M = 6.09, SD = 1.24) and nonsupervisors (n = 150, M = 5.55, SD = 1.24); conditions t(229), = 3.159, p = 0.002. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is rejected for Question 21. The next matter is whether to accept the research
hypotheses associated with this question. The majority of respondents agreed that
organizational structure is important to the successful operation of a homeland security
organization. This result is consistent with the results of the independent samples t-test,
Question 21 supports acceptance of R1H1. Question 21 received supplemental analysis by
comparing its responses with those of Question 29 (importance of leadership) and
Question 30 (alignment of structure to leadership model) and evaluating responses
between additional demographic categories; the results of this additional scrutiny are as
reported later in this chapter and discussed in Chapter 5.
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Figure 24
Respondent Level of Agreement: Organizational Structure is Important
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Note. Figure 24 illustrates the level of agreement respondents selected that appropriate
organizational structure is important for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization.
Table 40
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 21 Importance of Structure

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
4
5
7
16
22
123
54
231

Percent
1.7
2.2
3.0
6.9
9.5
53.2
23.4
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
1.7
1.7
2.2
3.9
3.0
6.9
6.9
13.9
9.5
23.4
53.2
76.6
23.4
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 40 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 21 regarding the
importance of organizational structure to the successful operation of a homeland security
organization; n = 231.
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Question 22 asked respondents to what extent they agree that homeland security
organizations should use a hierarchical command structure. Respondents were asked to
select agreement on a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7Strongly agree. The majority of respondents, 171 (74%), indicated that they somewhat
agree, agree, or strongly agree that homeland security organizations should use
hierarchical command structures, twenty-seven (11.7%) neither agreed or disagreed, and
thirty-three (14.3%) either somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed. Table
41 illustrates the frequency distribution for respondent selections regarding level of
agreement that a homeland security organization should use a hierarchical command
structure. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 5Somewhat agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a standard deviation of 1.34 and a variance
of 1.8. The modal score of 6-Agree failed the test for central tendency of MO ≤ 3 and
does not support acceptance of associated hypothesis R 1H2. An independent samples ttest was conducted to compare responses between participants who identified themselves
as supervisors and those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement that homeland security
organizations should use hierarchical command structures between supervisors (n = 81,
M = 5.47, SD = 1.23) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 4.89, SD = 1.36); conditions
t(229), = 3.207, p = 0.002. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly
disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for Question 22. The next matter is
whether to accept the research hypothesis associated with this question. The majority of
respondents indicated that homeland security organizations should use hierarchical
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command structure. These results are consistent with the results of the independent
samples t-test, but Question 22 does not support acceptance of R 1H2. Question 22
received supplemental analysis by evaluating responses between additional demographic
categories; the results of this additional scrutiny are as reported later in this chapter and
discussed in Chapter 5.
Table 41
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 22 Use of Hierarchical Structure

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
4
12
19
27
63
86
22
231

Percent
0.9
5.2
8.2
11.7
27.3
37.2
9.5
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0.9
0.9
5.2
6.1
8.2
14.3
11.7
26.0
27.3
53.2
37.2
90.5
9.5
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 41 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 22 agreement that
homeland security organizations should use a hierarchical command structure; n = 231.
Question 23 asked respondents to what extent they agree that homeland security
organizations should use a decentralized command structure. Respondents were asked to
select agreement on a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7Strongly agree. Similar to agreement levels for the use of hierarchical command
structures, a majority of respondents, 178 (77.1%) indicated that they somewhat agree,
agree, or strongly agree that homeland security organizations should use decentralized
command structures, twenty-five (10.8%) neither agreed or disagreed, and only twentyeight (12.1%) either somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed. Figure 25
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illustrates the level of agreement respondents have with the idea that homeland security
organizations should use hierarchical or decentralized command structures. Table 42
illustrates the frequency distribution for respondent selections regarding level of
agreement that a homeland security organization should use a decentralized command
structure. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 6Agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a standard deviation of 1.34 and a variance of 1.81. The
modal score of 6-Agree passed the test for central tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting
acceptance of associated hypothesis R1H2. An independent samples t-test was conducted
to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and
those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There was not a statistically
significant difference in the level of agreement that a homeland security organization
should utilize decentralized command structures between supervisors (n = 81, M = 5.23,
SD = 1.57) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 5.17, SD = 1.21); conditions t(229), =
0.329, p = 0.742. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings
between the two samples is accepted for Question 23. The next matter is whether to
accept the research hypotheses associated with this question. The majority of respondents
indicated that homeland security organizations should use decentralized command
structure. These results are consistent with the results of the independent samples t-test,
Question 23 supports acceptance or R1H2. Question 23 received supplemental analysis by
evaluating responses between additional demographic categories; the results of this
additional scrutiny are as reported later in this chapter and discussed in Chapter 5.
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Figure 25
Respondent level of Agreement with Hierarchical or Decentralized Command Structures
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Note. Figure 25 illustrates the level of agreement respondents had for the idea that
homeland security organizations should use either hierarchical or decentralized command
structures.
Table 42
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 23 Use of Decentralized Structure

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency Percent Valid % Cumulative %
2
0.9
0.9
0.9
14
6.1
6.1
6.9
12
5.2
5.2
12.1
25
10.8
10.8
22.9
59
25.5
25.5
48.5
94
40.7
40.7
89.2
25
10.8
10.8
100.0
231
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 42 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 23 agreement that
homeland security organizations should use a decentralized command structure; n = 231.

137

Question 24 asked respondents to what extent they agree that the structure defined
in the National Incident Management System (ICS) is effective. Respondents were asked
to select agreement on a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7Strongly agree. The majority of respondents, 144 (62.3%), either somewhat agreed,
agreed, or strongly agreed that the command structure defined in the NIMS is effective,
seventy-five (32.5%) neither agreed or disagreed, and only twelve (5.2%) either
somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed. Figure 26 illustrates the level of
agreement to which respondents think the incident command structure defined in NIMS
is effective, and Table 43 shows the frequency in which respondents agree that ICS is
effective. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 5Somewhat agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a standard deviation of 1.13 and a variance
of 1.27. The modal score of 6-Agree failed the test for central tendency of MO ≤ 3 and
does not support acceptance of associated hypothesis R 1H2. An independent samples ttest was conducted to compare responses between participants who identified themselves
as supervisors and those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is a
statistically significant difference in the level of effectiveness assigned to ICS between
supervisors (n = 81, M = 5.26, SD = 1.07) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 4.93, SD =
1.14); conditions t(229), = 2.112, p = 0.036. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for Question 24. The
next matter is whether to accept the research hypotheses associated with this question.
The majority of respondents indicated that homeland security organizations should use
ICS. These results are consistent with the results of the independent samples t-test;
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however, Question 24 fails to support acceptance of R 1H2. Question 24 received
supplemental analysis by evaluating responses between additional demographic
categories; the results of this additional scrutiny are as reported later in this chapter and
discussed in Chapter 5.
Figure 26
Respondent Agreement: ICS is Effective
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Note. Figure 26 illustrates the level of agreement respondents selected that the command
structure defined in NIMS is effective.
Table 43
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 24 Effectiveness of ICS

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency Percent Valid % Cumulative %
1
0.4
0.4
0.4
2
0.9
0.9
1.3
9
3.9
3.9
5.2
75
32.5
32.5
37.7
47
20.3
20.3
58.0
80
34.6
34.6
92.6
17
7.4
7.4
100.0
231
100.0
100.0
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Note: Table 43 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 24 agreement that
the command structure defined in the National Incident Management System is effective;
n = 231.
Following Question 24 a free write text box allowed respondents to elaborate on
any of their responses, or to provide additional insight regarding HSOLS Section II and
Organizational Structure. Sixty-one (26.4%) of respondents elected to provide written
responses in this section, The responses were reviewed by this researcher and chunked
into the following categories based on comment topic, 1) Hierarchical Command
Structure, 2) Decentralized Command Structure, 3) Open Structure 4) ICS, 5)
Flexible/Combination, and 6) General/Administrative. Table 44 illustrates the frequency
distribution of the categories of written comments for this question. Discussion regarding
written comments received will be reserved for Chapter 5.
Table 44
Frequency Distribution: Categories of Written Comments HSOLS Section II

Valid Decentralized Command
Hierarchical Command
Open System
ICS
Flexible/Combo
General/Administrative
Total

Frequency
9
10
1
3
15
23
61

Percent
14.8
16.4
1.6
4.9
24.6
37.7
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
14.8
14.8
16.4
31.1
1.6
32.8
4.9
37.7
24.6
62.3
37.7
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 44 shows the frequency distribution of the HSOLS free-write text box for
Section I regarding organizational structure. The M = 4.21, the Mdn = 5.00, the Mo = 6
with SD = 1.94 and a variance of 3.77; n = 231.
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The first four categories relate to comments received about four of the five
organizational structures examined on the HSOLS, Note, seven respondents mentioned
bureaucratic structures in their comments (four negatively and three positively) but no
comment was placed in this category by this researcher. The fifth category
(Flexible/Combination) included responses that advocated for a combination of
structures, and/or a flexible approach to structure based on the situation, and also
included two respondents who felt that higher level units (HQ) should be more
hierarchical but that smaller and field units should be more decentralized. The sixth
category (General/Administrative) captures comments that were broad in nature or
referred to the survey instrument itself. Table 45 includes examples of comments from
respondents in each of the above categories. Appendix J contains a report of all written
comments received.
Table 45
Examples of Written Comments Received in HSOLS Section II
ID

QUOTE
Top down structure is needed - someone has to be
in command. Input from lower ranks
58195163
should be welcome, but structure and
unity of command keeps focus.
Recognizing that organizations are moving toward
more transparency and openness, the
ultimate mission of homeland security
organizations is to train for and be
57433084
prepared to execute emergency operations.
In those environments, a strict chain of
command ensures unity of command and
focus.
To be effective during both emergency and routine
operations, agencies must trust the agent
in the field with the authority to perceive,
57351536
decide, and act. A bureaucracy or
centralized hierarchy extends the decision141

CATEGORY
Hierarchical

Hierarchical

Decentralized

57328430

57040144

56946252

57353944

57352884

making process in the field beyond the
ability for agents to react to evolving
situations (i.e., organizational structures
cannot match the decision-making speed
of opposing forces in the field - only
agents and small units can.)
During emergency events/critical incidents, a
decentralized command structure allows
for more rapid and effective tactical
decision making. The leader “on the
ground” needs to be empowered to make
decisions that are often time sensitive. The
need to push information up and down a
lengthy chain of command slows response
actions. Homeland Security Org Structure
I have never worked in an open system model, but
reading the definition provided I think it
would be the most effective Homeland
Security Org Structure
When implemented correctly, which rarely
happens during emergency response,
NIMS is the best manner to structure the
command staff
A combination of hierarchical structure that
utilizes a decentralized command
philosophy works best. During emergency
operations, 1 Commander with a unified
staff will ensure that all subordinate
commands are unified in addressing the
emergency. Decentralized Command
Philosophy should still be used but under
the National Incident Command structure.
It promotes initiative in bringing new
ideas or processes forward that the unified
staff may adopt
The flexibility of an overall organizational
structure to allow for situational changes
to itself is critical to the overall
effectiveness of an organization. Most of
today's government organizations employ
a rigidity of bureaucratic structure that is
self limiting and tends to lead to
bureaucratic paralysis in emergency
situations
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Decentralized

Open

ICS

ICS

Flexible

The use of both a hierarchical command structure
(for a field office or specific agency) and
57325799
decentralized command structure (for
teams and small units) could both be used
and situational dependent.
Traditional means of govt organizations aren't
necessarily effective. What may have
57350450
worked well years ago may not be
applicable in todays society. Govt
leadership needs to change with the times.
While I found the I can answer the questions with
the supplied responses, further
clarification on certain aspects of the
57325318
mission, require different models of
organization. i.e. Administrative and HR,
vs Operations Policy or Incident
Reporting.

Flexible

General

General

Note: Table 45 provides examples of from each of the five categories developed by this
researcher to sort the sixty-one written responses received regarding organizational
structure; n = 231.
Results and Hypotheses Tests: HSOLS Section III Leadership Models/Style
Section III of the HSOLS consisted of nine questions designed to examine
organizational leadership models/styles as related to homeland security organizations.
The section began with definitions of key terms (See Appendix B) to help ensure that the
respondents would be answering questions consistently.
The second research question (R2 = What leadership style is most appropriate for
homeland security organization) has two supporting hypotheses. The research question
will be addressed in Chapter 5, but the hypotheses will be addressed in this section. R 2H1
reads that “Leadership style does impact the performance of a homeland security
organization,” and was supported by data analysis of HSOLS Questions 25 and 26, but
was not supported by analysis of Questions 29 and 30. R 2H2 reads that “Traits associated
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with transformational leadership style are more appropriate for homeland security
organizations;” was supported by data analysis of HSOLS Questions 27, 28, 31 and 33,
but was not supported by analysis of Questions 26 and 32.
Question 25 of the HSOLS asked participants how familiar they are with the two
leadership models/styles examined by the instrument, 1) Autocratic Leadership, and 2)
Transformational Leadership. Respondents were asked to rate their familiarity with each
structure on a 5-Point Likert-Scale of 1-Not at all Familiar, 2-Slightly Familiar, 3Moderately Familiar, 4-Very Familiar, and 5-Extremely Familiar. Overall, the
respondents were most familiar with Autocratic Leadership as 164 respondents (71%)
reported being very or extremely familiar with it, forty-seven (20.3%) were moderately
familiar with it, while only twenty (8.7%) were slightly or not at all familiar with it.
Table 46 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 25 Familiarity with
Autocratic Leadership. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median
score of 4- Very familiar, a modal score of 4-Very familiar, a standard deviation of 0.98
and a variance of 0.95. The modal score of 4-Very familiar passed the test for central
tendency of MO ≥ 4 supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H1. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There is a statistically significant difference in familiarity levels with
autocratic leadership between supervisors (n = 81, M = 4.09, SD = 0.85) and nonsupervisors (n = 150, M = 3.68, SD = 1.01. Conditions t(229), = 3.07, p = 0.002. The null
hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples
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is rejected for this particular section of Question 25. This portion of Question 25 supports
acceptance of R2H1.
Table 46
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 25 Familiarity with Autocratic Leadership

Valid Not at all familiar
Slightly familiar
Moderately familiar
Very familiar
Extremely familiar
Total

Frequency Percent
9
3.9
11
4.8
47
20.3
109
47.2
55
23.8
231
100.0

Valid %
3.9
4.8
20.3
47.2
23.8
100.0

Cumulative %
3.9
8.7
29.0
76.2
100.0

Note: Table 46 shows frequency distribution of the level of familiarity respondents have
with autocratic leadership; n = 231.
Participants were less familiar with Transformational Leadership as only 116
respondents (50.2%) indicated that they are very or extremely familiar with it, fifty-nine
(25.6%) reported being moderately familiar with it, and fifty-six (24.2) were either
slightly or not at all familiar with it. Table 47 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS
Question 25 Familiarity with the Transformational Leadership. The sample consisted of
231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 4-Very familiar, a modal score of 4-Very
familiar, a standard deviation of 1.13 and a variance of 1.28. The modal score of 4-Very
familiar passed the test for central tendency of MO ≥ 4 supporting acceptance of
associated hypothesis R2H1. Figure 27 illustrates the level of familiarity that HSOLS
respondents had with the various leadership styles/models used on the instrument. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There is a statistically significant difference in familiarity levels with
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transformational leadership between supervisors (n = 81, M = 3.73, SD = 1.05) and nonsupervisors (n = 150, M = 3.13, SD = 1.12; conditions t(229), = 3.971, p = 0.001. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is rejected for this particular section of Question 25. This portion of Question 25
supports acceptance of R2H1. The next matter is whether to accept the research
hypotheses associated with the totality of this question. The majority of respondents
indicated being very or extremely familiar with the leadership models. These results are
consistent with the results of the independent samples t-test, Question 25 does support
acceptance of R2H1.
Table 47
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 25 Familiarity with Transformational

Valid Not at all familiar
Slightly familiar
Moderately familiar
Very familiar
Extremely familiar
Total

Frequency Percent
16
6.9
40
17.3
59
25.5
82
35.5
34
14.7
231
100.0

Valid %
6.9
17.3
25.5
35.5
14.7
100.0

Cumulative %
6.9
24.2
49.8
85.3
100.0

Note: Table 47 shows frequency distribution of the level of familiarity respondents have
with transformational leadership; n = 231.
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Figure 27
HSOLS Respondent Familiarity with Leadership Models
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Note. Figure 27 illustrates the level of familiarity respondents reported with the
leadership styles/models shown on the survey instrument.
Question 26 of the HSOLS asked participants to what extent they agreed that the
two leadership models shown on the survey instrument are effective for the successful
operation of a homeland security organization. Again, the leadership models under
consideration were 1) Autocratic Leadership, and 2) Transformational Leadership.
Respondents were asked to rate how effective each leadership model is for a homeland
security organization on a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree,
3-Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7Strongly agree. Question 26 is associated with both R 2H1 and R2H2 and separate
standards or modality were applied as stated below to evaluate each hypothesis.
Respondents having already indicated they were most familiar with an autocratic
leadership model, were nearly split on how they rated its effectiveness as ninety-seven
(42%) somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed that it is effective for
homeland security organizations, twenty-six (11.3%) neither agreed or disagreed, and
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108 (46.7%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that it is effective. Table 48
displays the frequency distribution for HSOLS Question 26 effectiveness of autocratic
leadership. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 4Neither agree or disagree, a modal score of 5-Somewhat agree, a standard deviation of
1.69 and a variance of 2.85. The modal score of 5-Somewhat agree passed the test for
central tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H1;
however, the modal score of 5-Somewhat agree failed the test for central tendency of MO
≤ 3 and does not support acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H2. An independent
samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants who identified
themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There
is a statistically significant difference in effectiveness ratings of autocratic leadership
models between supervisors (n = 81, M = 4.26, SD = 1.57) and non-supervisors (n = 150,
M = 3.69, SD = 1.72; conditions t(229), = 2.488, p = 0.014. The null hypothesis that there
will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for this
particular section of Question 26. This portion of Question 26 fails to support acceptance
of R2H1 and R2H2. Question 26 received supplemental analysis by evaluating responses
between additional demographic categories; the results of this additional scrutiny are as
reported later in this chapter and discussed in Chapter 5.
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Table 48
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 26 Effectiveness of Autocratic Leadership

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
22
40
35
26
69
31
8
231

Percent
9.5
17.3
15.2
11.3
29.9
13.4
3.5
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
9.5
9.5
17.3
26.8
15.2
42.0
11.3
53.2
29.9
83.1
13.4
96.5
3.5
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 48 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 26 agreement that
autocratic leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization; n = 231.
The transformational Leadership Model scored better as none of the respondents
strongly disagreed with its effectiveness, and only nine somewhat disagreed, or disagreed
that it is effective for homeland security organizations, twenty-seven (11.7%) neither
agreed or disagreed, and 195 (84.4%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that it
is effective. Table 49 displays the frequency distribution for HSOLS Question 26
effectiveness of transformational leadership. Figure 28 illustrates the level of
effectiveness that respondents gave to the two leadership styles shown on the HSOLS.
The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 6-Agree, a modal
score of 6-Agree, a standard deviation of 1.07 and a variance of 1.15. The modal score of
6-Agree passed the test for central tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting acceptance of
associated hypothesis R2H1; and also supports acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H2.
An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as non149

supervisors. There is not a statistically significant difference in effectiveness ratings for
transformational leadership models between supervisors (n = 81, M = 5.64, SD = 1.19)
and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 5.63, SD = 1.01; conditions t(229), = 0.103, p = 0.918.
The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is accepted for this particular section of Question 26. This portion of Question 26
supports acceptance of both R2H1 and R2H2.The next matter is whether to accept the
research hypotheses associated with the totality of this question. The majority of
respondents agreed that both models are effective meeting the standard for R 2H1;
however, Question 26 failed the test for R 2H2. All results are consistent with the results of
the independent samples t-test, Question 26 does supports acceptance of R 2H1 but does
not support acceptance of R2H2.
Table 49
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 26 Effectiveness of Transformational

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
0
4
5
27
40
115
40
231

Percent
0
1.7
2.2
11.7
17.3
49.8
17.3
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0
0
1.7
1.7
2.2
3.9
11.7
15.6
17.3
32.9
49.8
82.7
17.3
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 49 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 26 agreement that
transformational leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland
security organization; n = 231.
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Figure 28
HSOLS Agreement that the Various Leadership Models are Effective
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Note. Figure 28 illustrates the level of effectiveness respondents placed on the various
leadership models/styles examined on the HSOLS.
Question 27 of the HSOLS asked participants to indicate which leadership style is
most prevalent at their current agency with selections ranging from 1-Autocratic
Leadership, 2-Transformational Leadership, and 3) Other – if the other option was
selected a free-write text box provided and opportunity for respondents to describe the
structure of their current organization. The majority of respondents 183 (79.2%)
identified their current agency leadership style as Autocratic, and only thirty-seven (16%)
described their agency leadership style as transformational. Eleven (4.8%) selected the
other option – with write in descriptions of 1) “hierarchy,” 2) “don’t know”, 3) “Old
school. Let the agent/investigators do their job the right way without the political BS,” 4)
“both [styles] are prevalent,” 5) “Mixed,” 6) “depends on the manager,” 7) “Hard to
pinpoint one [style],” 8) “Unknown,” 9) “Autocratic/Dictoraial [sic],” 10) “no single style
stands out,” and 11) “Not sure. But it’s a Dictatorship agency.” See Figure 29 which
illustrates how respondents classified the organizational structure of their current agency.
151

Table 50 displays the frequency distribution for HSOLS Question 27 respondent
description of the leadership style most prevalent at their current agency. The sample
consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 1-Autocratic, a modal score of
1-Autocratic, a standard deviation of 0.53 and a variance of 0.29. Question 27 was
informational in nature and used to inform analysis of Question 28. As such a standard
for central tendency was not associated with Question 27. An independent samples t-test
was conducted to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as
supervisors and those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a
statistically significant difference in selection of the leadership style in use at
respondents’ current agencies between supervisors (n = 81, M = 1.23, SD = 0.51) and
non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 1.27, SD = 0.55; conditions t(229), = -0.434, p = 0.665.
The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is accepted for Question 27.
Figure 29
HSOLS Respondent Description of Current Agency Leadership Model
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Note. Figure 29 illustrates how respondents classified the leadership style of their current
agency.

152

Table 50
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 27 Leadership Style of Current Agency

Valid

Autocratic
Transformational
Other
Total

Frequency
183
37
11
231

Percent
79.2
16.0
4.8
100.0

Valid %
79.2
16.0
4.8
100.0

Cumulative %
79.2
95.2
100.0

Note. Table 50 indicates the frequency in which respondents answered Question 27
regarding the most prevalent leadership style of their current agency; n = 231.
After respondents selected the leadership model that is most prevalent at their
current agency, Question 28 asked them to rate the effectiveness of that model on a 5Point Likert-Scale of 1-Not at all Effective, 2-Slightly effective, 3-Neither effective or
ineffective, 4-Very Effective, and 5-Extremely effective. Participants were also provided
the response option of “Prefer not to answer” in the event respondents did not feel
comfortable rating their organization. Strikingly 102 (44.2%) of respondents classified
the effectiveness of their organization’s leadership style as either not at all or slightly
effective, fifty-four (23.4%) as neither effective or ineffective, only fifty-six (24.2%) as
either very or extremely effective, and nineteen (8.2%) chose not to respond. Figure 30
illustrates how respondents rated the effectiveness of their current agency’s leadership
model and Table 51 lists the frequency distribution between responses. The sample
consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 3-Neither effective or
ineffective, a modal score of 2-Slightly effective, a standard deviation of 1.41 and a
variance of 2. Ratings of effectiveness from this question were cross referenced with
responses of agency leadership style (Q27) and tested for hypothesis acceptance based on
the number of respondents who rated the structure of their organization as effective per
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the following scale: 1) Autocratic < 50%, and 2) Transformational > 50%. Both passed
the test for central tendency supporting acceptance of R 2H2 with ratings as the follows 1)
Autocratic rated effective by 10.9% of respondents, and 2) Transformational rated
effective by 91.89% of respondents. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and
those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a statistically significant
difference in effectiveness ratings of the leadership model in use at respondents’ current
agencies between supervisors (n = 81, M = 2.9, SD = 1.32) and non-supervisors (n = 150,
M = 2.97, SD = 1.47; conditions t(229), = -0.335, p = 0.738. The null hypothesis that
there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for
Question 28. The next matter is whether to accept the research hypotheses associated
with this question. The majority of respondents who classified their agency leadership
model as autocratic disagreed that it is effective while the majority who classified their
agency as transformational agreed with its effectiveness. These results are consistent with
the results of the independent samples t-test, Question 28 does support acceptance of
R2H2. Questions 27 and 28 received supplemental analysis by comparing effectiveness
ratings of leadership styles in use at respondent’s current agency and between additional
demographic categories; the results of this additional scrutiny are as reported later in this
chapter and discussed in Chapter 5.
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Figure 30
HSOLS Respondent Rating of Effectiveness of Current Agency Leadership Model
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Note. Figure 30 illustrates how respondents classified the effectiveness of the leadership
style of their current agency.
Table 51
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 28 Effectiveness of Agency Leadership Model

Valid Not at all effective
Slightly effective
Neither effective or ineffective
Very effective
Extremely effective
Prefer not to answer
Total

Frequency
34
68
54
46
10
19
231

Percent
14.7
29.4
23.4
19.9
4.3
8.2
100.0

Valid % Cumulative
14.7
14.7
29.4
44.2
23.4
67.5
19.9
87.4
4.3
91.8
8.2
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 51 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 28 Effectiveness of
Current Agency Structure; n = 231.
Question 29 asked respondents to what extent they agree that the appropriate
organizational leadership model is important for the successful operation of a homeland
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security organization. Respondents were asked to select agreement on a 7-Point LikertType scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or
disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7-Strongly agree. Over eighty-five percent of
respondents, 205 (88.7%), indicated that they either somewhat agree, agree, or strongly
agree that organizational leadership is important, with fourteen (6.1%) neither agreeing or
disagreeing, only twelve (5.2%) either somewhat disagreeing or disagreeing, and none
strongly disagreeing. Figure 31 illustrates the level of agreement respondents have with
the idea that the appropriate leadership model is important for the successful operation of
a homeland security organization, and Table 52 illustrates the frequency distribution of
responses. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 6Agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a standard deviation of 1.22 and a variance of 1.49. The
modal score of 6-Agree passed the test for central tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting
acceptance of associated hypothesis R2H1. An independent samples t-test was conducted
to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and
those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is a statistically significant
difference in the level of agreement that leadership is important for the successful
operation of a homeland security organization between supervisors (n = 81, M = 6.32, SD
= 0.96) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 5.81, SD = 1.34; conditions t(229), = 3.112, p
= 0.002. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between
the two samples is rejected for Question 29. The next matter is whether to accept the
research hypotheses associated with this question. The majority of respondents agreed
that organizational leadership is important to the success of a homeland security
organization. These results are consistent with the results of the independent samples t-
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test; however, Question 29 does not support acceptance of R 2H1. Question 29 received
supplemental analysis by comparing its responses with those of Question 21 (importance
of organizational structure) and Question 30 (alignment of structure to leadership model)
and evaluating responses between additional demographic categories; the results of this
additional scrutiny are as reported later in this chapter and discussed in Chapter 5.
Figure 31
Respondent Agreement: Appropriate Leadership Style is Important
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Note. Figure 31 illustrates the respondent’s level of agreement that the appropriate
organizational leadership model is important for the successful operation of a homeland
security organization.
Table 52
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 29 Leadership is Important

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency Percent
1
0.4
8
3.5
3
1.3
14
6.1
18
7.8
98
42.4
89
38.5
231
100.0
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Valid % Cumulative %
0.4
.4
3.5
3.9
1.3
5.2
6.1
11.3
7.8
19.0
42.4
61.5
38.5
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 52 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 29 agreement that
appropriate organizational leadership is important for the effective operation of a
homeland security organization; n = 231.
Question 30 asked respondents to what extent they agree a homeland security
organization’s leadership model should be aligned with its organizational structure.
Respondents were asked to select agreement on a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly
disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat
agree, 6-Agree, and 7-Strongly agree. Over eighty percent of respondents, 191 (82.7%),
indicated that they either somewhat agree, agree, or strongly agree that alignment
between leadership model and organizational structure is important, twenty-eight (12.1%)
neither agreed or disagreed, while only twelve (5.2%) either somewhat disagreed or
disagreed, and none strongly disagreed. Figure 32 illustrates the level of agreement
respondents have with the idea that the appropriate leadership model is important for the
successful operation of a homeland security organization, and Table 53 lists the
frequency distribution of responses for this question. The sample consisted of 231
subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 6-Agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a standard
deviation of 1.17 and a variance of 1.37. The modal score of 6-Agree passed the test for
central tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H1. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There is a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement that
alignment of a homeland security organization’s structure and leadership model is
important between supervisors (n = 81, M = 5.95, SD = 1.02) and non-supervisors (n =
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150, M = 5.47, SD = 1.21; conditions t(229), = 3.051, p = 0.003. The null hypothesis that
there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for
Question 30. The next matter is whether to accept the research hypotheses associated
with this question. The majority of respondents agreed that an organization’s leadership
model should be aligned to its organizational structure. These results are consistent with
the results of the independent samples t-test, Question 30, however, does not support
acceptance of R2H1. Question 30 received supplemental analysis by comparing its
responses with those of Question 21 (importance of organizational structure) and
Question 29 (importance of leadership) and evaluating responses between additional
demographic categories; the results of this additional scrutiny are as reported later in this
chapter and discussed in Chapter 5.
Figure 32
Respondent Agreement: Alignment of Leadership and Structure is Important
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Note. Figure 32 illustrates the respondent’s level of agreement that a homeland security
organization’s leadership model should be aligned with its organizational structure
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Table 53
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 30 Alignment of Leadership and Structure

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
0
6
6
28
35
107
49
231

Percent
0
2.6
2.6
12.1
15.2
46.3
21.2
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0
0
2.6
2.6
2.6
5.2
12.1
17.3
15.2
32.5
46.3
78.8
21.2
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 53 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 30 agreement that
organizational leadership model and organizational structure should be aligned; n = 231.
Question 31 asked respondents to what extent they agree a transformational
leadership model correctly aligns with the five organizational structures examined by the
HSOLS: 1) Bureaucratic, 2) Open System, 3) Hierarchical Command Structure, 4)
Decentralized Command Structure, and 5) ICS. Respondents were asked to select
agreement on a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7Strongly agree. Each of the five parts of Question 31 will be tested independently and the
totality will determine if this question supports the hypothesis (R 2H2). Respondents
showed a uniform departure from the idea that a transformational leadership model
correctly aligns to a bureaucratic structure as 137 (59.3%) somewhat disagreed,
disagreed, or strongly disagreed that these models align properly, forty-one (17.7%)
neither agreed or disagreed, and only fifty-three (23%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or
strongly agreed that the models correctly align. Table 54 illustrates the frequency
distribution of responses regarding agreement that a transformational leadership model
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aligns with a bureaucratic organizational structure. The sample consisted of 231 subjects
(n = 231) with a median score of 3-Somewhat disagree, a modal score of 2-Disagree, a
standard deviation of 1.66 and a variance of 2.75. The modal score of 2-Disagree did not
pass the test for central tendency of MO ≥ 5 and does not support acceptance of
associated hypothesis R2H2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare
responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and those who
identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is a statistically significant difference in
the level of agreement that transformational leadership aligns to bureaucratic structure
between supervisors (n = 81, M = 2.94, SD = 1.17) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M =
3.12, SD = 1.66; conditions t(229), = -0.794, p = 0.428. The null hypothesis that there
will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for this
particular section of Question 31. The majority of respondents did not agree that
transformational leadership aligns to bureaucracies, and these results are consistent with
the results of the independent samples t-test, however, this portion of Question 31 does
not support acceptance of R2H2.
Table 54
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 31 Transformational Aligns with Bureaucratic

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
49
60
28
41
31
20
2
231
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Percent
21.2
26.0
12.1
17.7
13.4
8.7
0.9
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
21.2
21.2
26.0
47.2
12.1
59.3
17.1
77.1
13.4
90.5
8.7
99.1
0.9
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 54 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 31 agreement that
transformational leadership correctly aligns with a bureaucratic model ; n = 231.
Conversely, respondents mostly agreed that transformational leadership correctly
aligns to The Open System structure as only eleven (4.8%) somewhat disagreed,
disagreed, or strongly disagreed that the models correctly align, fifty-two (22.5%) neither
agreed or disagreed, and 168 (72.7%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that
they align well. Table 55 illustrates the frequency distribution of responses regarding
agreement that a transformational leadership model aligns with an open system model.
The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 6-Agree, a modal
score of 6-Agree, a standard deviation of 1.24 and a variance of 1.54. The modal score of
6-agree passed the test for central tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting acceptance of
associated hypothesis R2H2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare
responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and those who
identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is virtually no difference in level of
agreement that transformational leadership aligns to open systems models between
supervisors (n = 81, M = 5.38, SD = 1.24) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 5.35, SD =
1.25; conditions t(229), = 0.171, p = 0.864. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significant disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this particular
section of Question 31. The majority of respondents indicated that transformational
leadership aligns to open systems models. These results are consistent with the results of
the independent samples t-test, and this part of Question 31 does support acceptance of
R2H2.
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Table 55
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Q-31 Transformational Aligns with Open Systems

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
1
7
3
52
39
91
38
231

Percent
0.4
3.0
1.3
22.5
16.9
39.4
16.5
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0.4
.4
3.0
3.5
1.3
4.8
22.5
27.3
16.9
44.2
39.4
83.5
16.5
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 55 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 31 agreement that
transformational leadership correctly aligns with an open system model; n = 231.
Most respondents showed agreement that transformational leadership aligns with
Hierarchical Command Structures as eighty-four (36.4%) somewhat disagreed, disagreed,
or strongly disagreed that they correctly align to one another, forty-one (17.7%) neither
agreed or disagreed, and 106 (45.9%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that
they correctly align. Table 56 illustrates the frequency distribution of responses regarding
agreement that a transformational leadership model aligns with a hierarchical command
structure. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 4Neither agree or disagree, a modal score of 5-Somewhat agree, a standard deviation of
1.55 and a variance of 2.41. The modal score of 5-Somewhat agree passed the test for
central tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H2. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There is not a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement
that transformational leadership aligns to hierarchical command structures between
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supervisors (n = 81, M = 4, SD = 1.67) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 4.03, SD =
1.49; conditions t(229), = -0.124, p = 0.901. The null hypothesis that there will not be
disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this particular section of
Question 31. The majority of respondents agreed that transformational leadership aligns
to hierarchical structures, and these results are consistent with the results of the
independent samples t-test. This portion of Question 31 does support acceptance of R 2H2.
Table 56
Frequency Distribution: Q-31 Transformational Leadership Aligns with Hierarchical

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
13
38
33
41
64
38
4
231

Percent
5.6
16.5
14.3
17.7
27.7
16.5
1.7
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
5.6
5.6
16.5
22.1
14.3
36.4
17.1
77.1
27.7
81.8
16.5
98.3
1.7
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 56 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 31 agreement that
transformational leadership correctly aligns with a hierarchical model; n = 231.
The majority of respondents concurred with the idea that transformational
leadership correctly aligns to Decentralized Command Structures as only eight (3.5%)
somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed that they correctly align, thirty-two
(13.8%) neither agreed or disagreed, and a majority of 191 (82.7%) somewhat agreed,
agreed, or strongly agreed that they correctly align. Table 57 illustrates the frequency
distribution of responses regarding agreement that a transformational leadership model
aligns with a decentralized command structure. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n =
231) with a median score of 6 -Agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a standard deviation of
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1.2 and a variance of 1.44. The modal score of 6-Agree passed the test for central
tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H2. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There is not a statistically significant difference in level of agreement that
transformational leadership aligns with decentralized command structures between
supervisors (n = 81, M = 5.91, SD = 1.12) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 5.61, SD =
1.23; conditions t(229), = 1.825, p = 0.069. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this particular
section of Question 31. The majority of respondents agreed that transformational
leadership aligns to decentralized commands, these results are consistent with the results
of the independent samples t-test. This portion Question 31 does support acceptance of
R2H2.
Table 57
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Q-31 Transformational Aligns with Decentralized

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
1
6
1
32
30
100
61
231

Percent
0.4
2.6
0.4
13.9
13.0
43.3
26.4
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0.4
0.4
2.6
3.0
0.4
3.5
13.9
17.3
13.0
30.3
43.3
73.6
26.4
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 57 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 31 agreement that
transformational leadership correctly aligns with a decentralized command structure; n =
231.
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Finally, most respondents also agreed that transformational leadership correctly
aligns with the National Incident Command Structure as only twenty (8.7%) somewhat
disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed that they correctly align, seventy-seven
(33.3%) neither agreed or disagreed, and 134 (58%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or
strongly agreed that transformational leadership correctly aligns with ICS. Table 58
illustrates the frequency distribution of responses regarding agreement that a
transformational leadership model aligns with ICS. The sample consisted of 231 subjects
(n = 231) with a median score of 5-Somewhat agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a
standard deviation of 1.43 and a variance of 2.04. Figure 33 illustrates how respondents
indicated that transformational leadership aligns with various organizational structures.
The modal score of 6-Agree did pass the test for central tendency of MO ≥ 5 supporting
acceptance of associated hypothesis R2H2. An independent samples t-test was conducted
to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as supervisors and
those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a statistically significant
difference in level of agreement that transformational leadership aligns with the
command structure prescribed in NIMS between supervisors (n = 81, M = 5.01, SD =
1.54) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 4.88, SD = 1.37; conditions t(229), = 0.671, p =
0.503. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between
the two samples is accepted for this particular section of Question 31. The majority of
respondents agreed that transformational leadership aligns to ICS. These results are
consistent with the results of the independent samples t-test, and this portion of Question
31 does support acceptance of R2H2. The next matter is whether to accept the research
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hypotheses associated with this question. An examination of all five components of
Question 31 reveals that it does support acceptance of R 2H2.
Table 58
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 31 Transformational Aligns with ICS

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency Percent Valid % Cumulative %
11
4.8
4.8
4.8
3
1.3
1.3
6.4
6
2.6
2.6
8.7
77
33.3
33.3
42.0
30
13.0
13.0
55.0
83
35.9
35.9
90.9
21
9.1
9.1
100.0
231
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 58 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 31 agreement that
transformational leadership correctly aligns with ICS; n = 231.
Figure 33
Agreement Levels: Transformational Leadership aligns to Organizational Structures
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Note. Figure 33 illustrates the level of agreement respondents assigned to the alignment
of transformational leadership to the organizational structures examined by the HSOLS
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Question 32 asked respondents to what extent respondents agree that an autocratic
leadership model correctly aligns with the five organizational structures examined by the
HSOLS: 1) Bureaucratic, 2) Open System, 3) Hierarchical Command Structure, 4)
Decentralized Command Structure, and 5) ICS. Respondents were asked to select
agreement on a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7Strongly agree. Like Question 31, each of this question’s five parts will be tested
individually, and a final decision will be made in totality. Respondents mostly agreed that
an autocratic leadership model correctly aligns to a bureaucratic structure as only sixteen
(6.9%) somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed that these models align
properly, twenty-three (10%) neither agreed or disagreed, and 192 (83.1%) somewhat
agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that the models correctly align. Table 59 illustrates the
frequency distribution of responses regarding agreement that an autocratic leadership
model aligns with a bureaucratic organizational structure. The sample consisted of 231
subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 6-Agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a standard
deviation of 1.42 and a variance of 2.03. The modal score of 6-Agree did not pass the test
for central tendency of MO ≤ 3 and does not support acceptance of associated hypothesis
R2H2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between
participants who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified
themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a statistically significant difference in the
level of agreement in which autocratic leadership aligns to bureaucratic structure between
supervisors (n = 81, M = 5.93, SD = 1.39) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 5.79, SD =
1.44; conditions t(229), = 0.674, p = 0.501. The null hypothesis that there will not be

168

significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this particular
section of Question 32. This portion of Question 32 does not support accepting R 2H2.
Table 59
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Q-32 Autocratic Leadership Aligns with Bureaucratic
Frequency
Valid Strongly disagree
6
Disagree
6
Somewhat disagree
4
Neither agree or disagree
23
Somewhat agree
12
Agree
93
Strongly agree
87
Total
231

Percent
2.6
2.6
1.7
10.0
5.2
40.3
37.3
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
2.6
2.6
2.6
5.2
1.7
6.9
10.0
16.9
5.2
22.1
40.0
62.3
37.3
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 59 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 32 agreement that
autocratic leadership correctly aligns with a bureaucratic structure; n = 231.
Conversely, most respondents did not agree that autocratic leadership correctly
aligns to an Open System structure as 171 (74%) somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or
strongly disagreed that the models correctly align, forty-seven (20.3%) neither agreed or
disagreed, and only thirteen (5.7%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that they
align well. Table 60 illustrates the frequency distribution of responses regarding
agreement that an autocratic leadership model aligns with an open system model. The
sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 2-Disagree, a modal
score of 1-Strongly disagree, a standard deviation of 1.39 and a variance of 1.95. The
modal score of 1-Strongly disagree passed the test for central tendency of MO ≤ 3
supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H2. An independent samples t-test was
conducted to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as
supervisors and those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a
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statistically significant difference in the level of agreement that autocratic leadership
aligns to open structures between supervisors (n = 81, M = 2.57, SD = 1.58) and nonsupervisors (n = 150, M = 2.21, SD = 1.27; conditions t(229), = 1.853, p = 0.065. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is accepted for this particular section of Question 32. The majority of
respondents agreed that autocratic leadership does not correctly align to open systems
structure. The overall results are consistent with the results of the independent samples ttest, and this portion of Question 32 supports acceptance of R 2H2.
Table 60
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Q-32 Autocratic Aligns with Open Systems

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
84
57
20
47
5
7
1
231

Percent
36.4
29.0
8.7
20.3
2.2
3.0
0.4
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
36.4
36.4
29.0
65.4
8.7
74.0
20.3
94.4
2.2
96.5
3.0
99.6
0.4
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 60 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 32 agreement that
autocratic leadership correctly aligns with an open system; n = 231.
Most respondents showed agreement that autocratic leadership aligns with
Hierarchical Command Structures as only nine (4%) somewhat disagreed, disagreed, or
strongly disagreed that they correctly align to one another, twenty-six (11.2%) neither
agreed or disagreed, and 196 (84.8%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that
they correctly align. Table 61 illustrates the frequency distribution of responses regarding
agreement that an autocratic leadership model aligns with a hierarchical command
170

structure. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 6Agree, a modal score of 6-Agree, a standard deviation of 1.15 and a variance of 1.33. The
modal score of 6-Agree did not pass the test for central tendency of MO ≤ 3 and does not
support acceptance of associated hypothesis R2H2. An independent samples t-test was
conducted to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as
supervisors and those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There is not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement that autocratic leadership
aligns to hierarchical command structures between supervisors (n = 81, M = 5.86, SD =
1.26) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 5.81, SD = 1.09; conditions t(229), = 0.319, p =
0.750. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between
the two samples is accepted for this particular section of Question 32. This portion of
Question 32 does not support acceptance of R 2H2.
Table 61
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Q-32 Autocratic Aligns with Hierarchical Command

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
2
2
5
26
18
114
64
231

Percent
0.9
0.9
2.2
11.3
7.8
49.4
27.7
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
0.9
0.9
0.9
1.7
2.2
3.9
11.3
15.2
7.8
22.9
49.4
72.3
27.7
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 61 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 32 agreement that
autocratic leadership correctly aligns with a hierarchical command structure; n = 231.
The majority of respondents did not concur with the idea that autocratic
leadership correctly aligns to Decentralized Command Structures as 164 (71%) somewhat
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disagreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed that they correctly align, thirty-nine (16.9%)
neither agreed or disagreed, and only twenty-eight (12.1%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or
strongly agreed that they correctly align. Table 62 illustrates the frequency distribution of
responses regarding agreement that an autocratic leadership model aligns with a
decentralized command structure. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a
median score of 3-Somewhat disagree, a modal score of 2-Disagree, a standard deviation
of 1.42 and a variance of 2.02. The modal score of 2-Disagree did pass the test for central
tendency of MO ≤ 3 supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H2. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There is not a statistically significant difference in level of agreement that
autocratic leadership aligns to decentralized command structures between supervisors (n
= 81, M = 2.83, SD = 1.45) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 2.79, SD = 1.41;
conditions t(229), = 0.172, p = 0.863. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significant disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this particular
section of Question 32. The majority of respondents did not agree that autocratic
leadership aligns to decentralized command. These results are consistent with the results
of the independent samples t-test, and this portion of Question 32 does support
acceptance of R2H2.
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Table 62
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Q-32 Autocratic Aligns with Decentralized Command

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
41
74
49
39
14
12
2
231

Percent
17.7
32.0
21.2
16.9
6.1
5.2
0.9
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
17.7
17.7
32.0
49.8
21.2
71.0
16.9
87.9
6.1
93.9
5.2
99.0
0.9
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 62 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 32 agreement that
autocratic leadership correctly aligns with a decentralize command structure; n = 231.
Finally, the respondents mostly agree that autocratic leadership aligns to the
National Incident Command Structure as thirty-four (14.7%) somewhat disagreed,
disagreed, or strongly disagreed that they correctly align, ninety-two (39.8%) neither
agreed or disagreed, and 105 (45.5%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that
autocratic leadership correctly aligns with ICS. Table 63 illustrates the frequency
distribution of responses regarding agreement that an autocratic leadership model aligns
with ICS. The sample consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 4Neither agree or disagree, a modal score of 4-Neither agree or disagree, a standard
deviation of 1.39 and a variance of 1.95. Figure 34 illustrates how respondents indicated
that transformational leadership aligns with various organizational structures. The modal
score of 4-Neither agree or disagree did not pass the test for central tendency of MO ≤ 3
and does not support acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H2. An independent samples
t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants who identified
themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as non-supervisors. There
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is a statistically significant difference in level of agreement that autocratic leadership
aligns to the command structure outlined in ICS between supervisors (n = 81, M = 4.79,
SD = 1.38) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M = 4.36, SD = 1.38; conditions t(229), =
2.256, p = 0.025. The null hypothesis that there will not be significant disparate ratings
between the two samples is rejected for this particular section of Question 32. This
portion of Question 32 does not support accepting R 2H2. The next matter is whether to
accept the research hypotheses associated with this question. An examination of all five
components of Question 32 reveals that the question fails to support R 2H2.
Table 63
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Q-32 Autocratic Aligns with ICS

Valid Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
Total

Frequency
5
21
8
92
43
46
16
231

Percent
2.2
9.1
3.5
39.8
18.6
19.9
6.9
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
2.2
2.2
9.1
11.3
3.5
14.7
39.8
54.5
18.6
73.2
19.9
93.1
6.9
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 63 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 32 agreement that
autocratic leadership correctly aligns with ICS; n = 231.
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Figure 34
Agreement Levels: Autocratic Leadership Aligns to Organizational Structures
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Note. Figure 34 illustrates the level of agreement respondents assigned to the alignment
of autocratic leadership to the organizational structures examined by the HSOLS.
Question 33 of the HSOLS asked participants to indicate which leadership style is
most appropriate for the successful operation of a homeland security organization with
response options including 1) Autocratic Leadership, 2) Transformational Leadership,
and 3) Other – if the other option was selected a free-write text box provided and
opportunity for respondents to describe the structure of their current organization. The
majority of respondents 161 (69.7%) identified transformational as the most appropriate
leadership model, with forty (17.3%) selecting autocratic as most appropriate, and thirty
(13%) selecting the other option. An analysis of the thirty write in leadership styles that
are most appropriate for the success of a homeland security organization indicate that
they can be grouped into two broad categories, 1) Combination/blended/mix 14respondents, and 2) Situational/flexible 8-respondents. Other write in responses, and their
frequencies, included 1) “neither” (one), 2) “Don’t know” (two), 3) “Common Sense and
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Humanity” (one), 4) “Irrelevant” (one), and 5) “Democratic” (one). Finally, one
respondent wrote, “Hire people That I’ve [sic] been in the trenches, not a political arena,”
and another, “Being in the old school category, I’ve seen leaders that are good managers
and leaders that can inspire and are not afraid to make decisions/lead. The average leader
manages well but is unable to lead for many reasons. There are few individuals who can
do both well.” Table 64 shows the frequency distribution of responses regarding which
leadership stye is most appropriate for the successful operation of a homeland security
operation. Figure 35 illustrates which leadership model/style respondents selected as the
most appropriate for the success of a homeland security organization, The sample
consisted of 231 subjects (n = 231) with a median score of 2-Transformational leadership,
a modal score of 2-Transformational leadership, a standard deviation of 0.55 and a
variance of 0.3. The modal score of 2-Transformational does pass the test for central
tendency of MO = 2 supporting acceptance of associated hypothesis R 2H2. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as supervisors and those who identified themselves as nonsupervisors. There was not a statistically significant difference in selection of
transformational leadership as most effective for a homeland security organization
between supervisors (n = 81, M = 1.95, SD = 0.5) and non-supervisors (n = 150, M =
1.96, SD = 0.58; conditions t(229), = -0.123, p = 0.902. The null hypothesis that there
will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for
Question 33. The next matter is whether to accept the research hypotheses associated
with this question. The majority of respondents agreed that a transformational leadership
style is most appropriate for the successful operation of a homeland security operation.
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These results are consistent with the results of the independent samples t-test, Question
33 does support acceptance of R2H2. Question 33 received supplemental analysis by
evaluating responses between additional demographic categories; the results of this
additional scrutiny are as reported later in this chapter and discussed in Chapter 5.
Table 64
Frequency Distribution: HSOLS Question 33 Most Appropriate Leadership Style

Valid Autocratic Leadership
Transformational
Other
Total

Frequency
40
161
30
231

Percent
17.3
69.7
13.0
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
17.3
17.3
69.7
87.0
13.0
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 64 shows the frequency distribution of HSOLS Question 33 which leadership
style is most appropriate for the successful operation of a homeland security organization;
n = 231.
Figure 35
Respondent Selection: Most Appropriate Leadership Model
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Note. Figure 35 illustrates which leadership model/style respondents selected as the most
appropriate for the success of a homeland security organization.
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Following Question 33 a free write text box was included to allow respondents to
elaborate on any of their responses, or to provide additional insight regarding the HSOLS
Section III and Leadership Models or Style. Seventy (30.3%) of respondents elected to
provide written responses in this section. The responses were reviewed by this researcher
and grouped into the following four categories based on comment topic, 1) Autocratic
Leadership, 2) Transformational Leadership, 3) Flexible or Combination, and 4)
General/Administrative. Table 65 illustrates the frequency distribution of the categories
of written comments for this section. Appendix K provides a full transcript of all written
responses received in Section III. The most common theme observed in the written
responses is that leadership models need to be flexible, adaptive to the situation at hand
and that a single style may not be appropriate for all circumstances. Discussion regarding
written comments received will be reserved for Chapter 5.
Table 65
Frequency Distribution: Categories of Written Comments HSOLS Section III

Valid Autocratic Leadership
Transformational
Flexible/Combo
General/Administrative
Total

Frequency
3
13
23
31
70

Percent
4.3
18.6
32.9
44.3
100.0

Valid % Cumulative %
4.3
4.3
18.6
22.9
32.9
55.7
44.3
100.0
100.0

Note: Table 65 shows the frequency distribution of the HSOLS free-write text box for
Section I regarding organizational structure. The M = 3.17, the Mdn = 3, the Mo = 4 with
SD = 0.88 and a variance of 0.78; n = 231.
The first two categories relate to comments received about the two leadership
models/types examined on the HSOLS. The third category included responses that
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advocated for a combination of structures, and/or a flexible approach to leadership based
on the situation. The fourth category (General/Administrative) captures comments that
were broad in nature or referred to the survey instrument itself. Table 66 includes
examples of comments from respondents in each of the above categories.
Table 66
Examples of Written Comments Received in HSOLS Section III
ID

QUOTE
Autocratic leadership has its place, however the
overwhelming failure in execution of
the autocratic leadership style in most
bureaucratic government systems is the
focus on management over leadership.
It is possible to develop inspiring
autocratic leaders for bureaucratically
57352884
heavy organizations, but this is seldom
done. The net result is people talented
in "checking boxes", which leaves a gap
in the inspirational process leading to
the propagation of underwhelming
managers and a fundamental lack of
leadership by example or inspiration
Homeland Security Org Structure
Autocratic leadership is necessary, everyone
can’t be the top decision-maker. There
has to be one individual ultimately
makes the decision or else it would be
chaos, not only for daily operations but
in particular in crisis command. Again I
need to add the caveat that leaders, true
leaders, will take into account the
57349351
advice thoughts and experience of the
people around them and beneath them,
to make an informed and accurate
decision. If they are discounting that
very crucial input, then not only are
they not good leaders, but the decision
they make has a probability of being
less than optimal
See above comment. Transformational
57380746
leadership (or whatever you want to call
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CATEGORY

Autocratic

Autocratic

Transformational

it) should be the model executed. It
empowers employees, relies on
teamwork versus the all knowing and
seeing autocrat, BUT requires that we
promote the right people train them and
support them. This survey is a nice idea
and I applaud your effort but I have
been in this business too long to think
that we will improve.
The Transformational Leadership style allows
for the development of professionals at
all levels, establishes a sense of trust
and respect in employees, highlights
talents and abilities that may have been
otherwise overlooked, creates a sense of
pride and ownership among team
members in tasks accomplished and
agency, motivates staff to work
diligently for the betterment of the
agency, and prepares tomorrow’s
leaders. Leaders I’ve witnessed who
57347473
implement this leadership style are
highly successful, have dedicated,
highly motivated staff who perform at a
much higher level and create higher
quality products and resources;
however, the large majority of
supervisors I have worked with do not
use this leadership style and it is
reflected in their team’s poor
performance, lack of motivation,
dissidence, and low Federal Employee
Viewpoint Survey (FEVS) scores for
the agency
Speaking to current style I responded regarding
my current office. Transformational
leader ship salvaged our entire field
office! In spite of headquarters at times
implementing autocratic or hierarchical
leadership structures, with strongly
57342558
leadership at the local level, the
(sometimes) negative impact on morale
can be mitigated substantially.
Productivity, efficiency, morale, and
attitude improve immeasurably under
transformational leadership.
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Transformational

Transformational

58318639

58195163

57986721

57326884

58404828

It may not be possible to define the single best
leadership style for any organization.
Leaders, versus managers, need to
adjust, delegate when necessary, take
charge when required, stay out of the
weeds, and support their workforce.
I do not see this being a one or the other;
autocratic and transformational are not
mutually exclusive. A leader should use
the style that compliments the situation.
Leadership is an art.
There are times (most) where a transformational
style is best, others (like emergency
response) call for more directional.
More leaders should be taught when to
use each.
Relationship between structure and leadership
model (at least at the operational level)
is important as an autocratic style may
have a stifling impact on an open or
decentralized structure, conversely a
transformational leader may flounder in
a bureaucracy
Retired military O6, and been in multiple
federal organizations. The tendency that
I have observed, often from military
folks like myself, is to implement rigid
top-down command structures and to
exercise tight autocratic (dictatorial)
leadership styles. I think this is either
because we tend to hire many veterans
and that is what they know (or think
they know), or because that is the easy
way out as it can be easier to dictate
than to delegate, collaborate, and
engage. Perhaps it is that we attract
alpha types that want to control.
Certainly there are times, such as a hot
firefight, where an autocratic leadership
style is needed, but those times are
much rarer than most leaders would like
to think. Or workforces are educated,
well trained, experienced, and have
diverse backgrounds - more fool the
leader who tunes them out.
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Flexible

Flexible

Flexible

General

General

As a retired guy with over 25 years of service I
have seen the good the bad and the
disgraceful. This is largely an academic
exercise but what it boils down to is
57987881
simple; treat people with respect and
decency, do not abuse your position,
and trust your people. The books and
theory come in and out of fashion - but
the answer is right in the Bible.

General

Note: Table 66 provides examples of from each of the four categories developed by this
researcher to sort the seventy written responses received regarding Leadership; n = 231.
HSOLS Hypothesis Acceptance and Summary
The nineteen substantive questions of the HSOLS were designed to answer two
broad research questions, and four hypotheses. Conclusions regarding the research
questions will be addressed in Chapter 5, this section is focused on the acceptance or
rejection of the four research hypotheses.
Research question one, “What type of organizational structure is best for a
homeland security organization,” has two hypotheses associated with it: H 1
“Organizational structures do impact the performance of a homeland security
organization,” and H2 “Adaptive and flexible organizational structures are more effective
than rigid structures for homeland security organizations.” R 1H1 was examined by
Questions 15, 16, and 21. Questions 15 and 21 passed hypothesis tests, Question 16
failed, but H1 is supported by a preponderance of the data. Table 67 summarizes findings
associated with R1H1 Questions 15, 16, and 21. R1H2 was examined by Questions 16-20
and 22-24. Questions 18, 19, 23 passed hypothesis tests, Question 17 was informational
to Question 18 but passed independent samples t-test, Questions 16, 20, 22, and 24 failed
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hypothesis tests; therefore, R1H2 is not supported by a preponderance of the data and is
rejected. Table 68 summarizes findings associated with R 1H1 Questions 16-20 and 22-24.
Table 67
Hypothesis Decision R1H1 Questions 15, 16, and 21
Question
Q15:
Bureaucratic
Open System
Hierarchical
Decentralized
ICS
Q16:
Bureaucratic
Open System
Hierarchical
Decentralized
ICS
Q21:

MO Standard
MO
t-Test
MO
Accepted Soup
M

t-Test
NS M

4
1
4
4
3

MO ≥ 4
MO ≥ 4
MO ≥ 4
MO ≥ 4
MO ≥ 4

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No

4.07
2.37
4.46
3.9
3.51

3.53
1.76
3.89
3.27
3.09

2
4
5
6
6
6

MO ≤ 3
MO ≥ 5
MO ≤ 3
MO ≥ 5
MO ≤ 3
MO ≥ 5

Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes

2.31
4.49
4.94
5.33
5.46
6.09

2.07
4.53
4.43
5.37
5.13
5.55

t-Test
Support
H0
Accepting
Accepted
R1H1
Yes
N/A
Yes
N/A
No
N/A
Yes
N/A
Yes
N/A
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes

Note: Table 67 summarizes findings associated with R 1H1 Questions 15, 16, and 21. * p <
0.05 was selected as the minimum criterion for significance; n = 231.
Table 68
Hypothesis Decision R1H2 Questions 16-20 and 22-24
Question
Q16:
Bureaucratic
Open System
Hierarchical
Decentralized
ICS
Q17:

MO

2
4
5
6
6
3

Standard
Mo
MO
Accepted

t-Test
Soup
M

t-Test
NS M

MO ≤ 3
MO ≥ 5
MO ≤ 3
MO ≥ 5
MO ≤ 3
N/A

2.31
4.49
4.94
5.33
5.46
2.38

2.07
4.53
4.43
5.37
5.13
2.47

Yes
No
No
Yes
No
N/A
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t-Test
Support
H0
Accepting
Accepted
R1H2
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
N/A

Q18:
Bureaucratic
Open System
Hierarchical
Decentralized
Q19:
Q20:
Q22:
Q23:
Q24:

% Agree Effective
7%
< 50%
80% > 50%
25% < 50%
95% > 50%
4
MO = 2
or 4
5
MO = 2
or 4
6
MO ≤ 3
6
MO ≥ 5
6
MO ≤ 3

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

3
3
3
3
3.59

2.88
2.88
2.88
2.88
3.59

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No

4.14

4.1

Yes

No

No
Yes
No

5.47
5.23
5.26

4.89
5.17
4.93

No
Yes
No

No
Yes
No

Note: Table 68 summarizes findings associated with R 1H2 Questions 16-20 and 22-24. *
p < 0.05 was selected as the minimum criterion for significance; n = 231.
Research question two, “What leadership style is most appropriate for homeland
security organizations,” has two hypotheses associated with it: H 1 “Leadership style does
impact the performance of a homeland security organization,” and H 2 “Traits associated
with transformational leadership style are more appropriate for homeland security
organizations.” R2H1 was examined by Questions 25, 26, 29, and 30. Questions 25 and 26
passed hypothesis tests, Questions 29 and 30 failed hypothesis tests; R 2H1 is supported by
a preponderance of the data. Table 69 summarizes findings associated with R 2H1
Questions 25, 26, 29, and 30. R2H2 was examined by Questions 26-28 and 31-33.
Questions 28, 31, and 33 passed hypothesis tests, Question 27 was informational to
Question 28 but passed independent samples t-test, Questions 26 and 32 failed hypothesis
tests. Therefore, R2H2 is supported by a preponderance of the data. Table 70 summarizes
findings associated with R2H2 Questions 26-28 and 31-33.
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Table 69
Hypothesis Decision R2H1 Questions 25, 26, 29, and 30
Question

MO Standard
Mo
MO
Accepted

t-Test
Soup
M

t-Test
NS M

Q25:
Autocratic
Transformational
Q26:
Autocratic
Transformational
Q29:
Q30:

4
4

MO ≥ 4
MO ≥ 4

Yes
Yes

4.09
3.73

3.68
3.13

5
6
6
6

MO ≥ 5
MO ≥ 5
MO ≥ 5
MO ≥ 5

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

4.26
5.64
6.32
5.95

3.69
5.63
5.81
5.47

t-Test
Support
H0
Accepting
Accepted
R2H1
Yes
N/A
Yes
N/A
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No

Note. Table 69 summarizes findings associated with R 2H1 Questions 25, 26, 29, and 30.
*p < 0.05 was selected as the minimum criterion for significance; n = 231.
Table 70
Hypothesis Decision R2H2 Questions 26-28 and 31-33
Question

Mo
MO Standard
MO
Accepted

t-Test
Soup
M

t-Test
NS M

4.26
5.64
1.23

3.69
5.63
1.27

2.9
2.9

2.97
2.97

2.94
5.38
4
5.91
5.01

3.12
5.35
4.03
5.61
4.88

5.93
2.57
5.86
2.83

5.79
2.21
5.81
2.79

Q26:
Autocratic 5
MO ≤ 3
No
Transformational 6
MO ≥ 5
Yes
Q27
1
N/A
N/A
Q28:
% Agree Effective
Autocratic 11
< 50%
Yes
Transformational 92
> 50%
Yes
Q31:
Bureaucratic 2
MO ≥ 5
No
Open 6
MO ≥ 5
Yes
Hierarchical 5
MO ≥ 5
Yes
Decentral 6
MO ≥ 5
Yes
NIMS/ICS 6
MO ≥ 5
Yes
Q32
Bureaucratic 6
MO ≤ 3
No
Open 1
MO ≤ 3
Yes
Hierarchical 6
MO ≤ 3
No
Decentral 2
MO ≤ 3
Yes
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t-Test
Support
H0
Accepting
Accepted
R2H1
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
N/A
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes

NIMS/ICS
Q33:

4
2

MO ≤ 3
MO = 2

No
Yes

4.79
1.95

4.36
1.96

No
Yes

No

Yes

Note. Table 70 summarizes findings associated with R 2H2 Questions 26-28 and 31-33. *p
< 0.05 was selected as the minimum criterion for significance; n = 231.
In summary, R1H1, R2H1, and R2H2 were accepted by a preponderance of the
data/evidence, while R1H2 was rejected. Chapter 5 will examine the two research
questions posed by this dissertation as well as summarize conclusions. The next section
of this chapter will continue to pull the thread on organizational structure and leadership
by conducting supplemental analysis on some of the key concepts examined by the
HSOLS based on demographic data collected in Section I.
Supplemental Analysis: HSOLS Section II Organizational Structure
This section of Chapter 4 will provide supplemental analysis of the key concepts
of HSOLS Section II Organizational Structure as examined through the lens of the
various demographic categories captured in the sample and by comparing various
questions to each other.
Participants responses to Questions 16, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, and 26 were given
additional scrutiny by checking for variance in responses between participants separated
into categorical groups based on responses to five demographic questions from HSOLS
Section I. The five demographic categories that were compared were 1) those still in
active federal service and those retired or separated, 2) those that identified as male,
female, or preferred not to provide a response, 3) veterans of the armed forces and nonveterans, 4) participants who indicated that they have served in a national level
headquarters unit and those who have not, and 5) participants who have served as a
member of a state/county/local/tribal law enforcement, firefighting, emergency
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management agency, or emergency medical response organization and those who have
not. Independent samples t-tests were conducted to compare the variance in responses
between groups for each question, or sub-question as applicable. Other questions were
examined by demographic categories such as pay grade, supervisory status, time in
federal service, and membership in a DHS component as applicable.
Supplemental Analysis: Question 15 Familiarity with ICS
Perhaps a surprise result from this survey is that only 42.8% of respondents
reported being either very or extremely familiar with the command structure outlined in
NIMS (ICS), while 29.9% were moderately familiar, and 27.1% were not at all or only
slightly familiar with it. As NIMS and ICS are DHS/FEMA initiatives, a conclusion may
be that the respondents from outside of DHS brought the number down. An examination
of the familiarity level with ICS as reported in the aggregate by respondents who
indicated they work for a component of DHS; however, reveal similar familiarity levels
as reported by all respondents in that only 45.5% are very or extremely familiar with ICS,
29.3% are moderately familiar with ICS, and 25.2% are slightly or not at all familiar with
it. Figure 36 compares the familiarity with ICS between respondents that indicated they
work for a component of DHS, respondents that indicated they work for a non-DHS
component, all respondents, and those who did not report their current agency.
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Figure 36
Non-DHS Respondents, DHS Respondents, All Respondents Familiarity with ICS
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Note. Figure 36 compares familiarity levels with ICS between Non-DHS Respondents,
DHS Respondents, all HSOLS Respondents, and those who did not identify their agency
(N/A). Data is provided in the aggregate to shield participants.
There is indication; however, that senior individuals by grade or supervisory
status have more familiarity with the NIMS command structure than more junior
employees. Of the fifty respondents that classified themselves in pay category/grade GS
7-11, only ten (20%) were either very or extremely familiar with ICS, and eighteen (36%)
were not at all or slightly familiar with ICS. Of the 111 respondents that classified
themselves in pay category/grade GS 12-13, fifty-one (45.9%) were either very or
extremely familiar with ICS, and only thirty-one (27.9%) were not at all or slightly
familiar with ICS. Of the sixty respondents that classified themselves in pay
category/grade GS 14-15, thirty-four (56.6%) were either very or extremely familiar with
ICS, and only ten (16.6%) were not at all or slightly familiar with ICS. The ten
respondents that classified themselves as members of the Senior Executive Service (10)
188

were split as only four (40%) were either very or extremely familiar with ICS, and four
(40%) were not at all or slightly familiar with ICS.
Similar familiarity rates with ICS can be observed by dividing the respondents
into non-management and management categories. Of the 150 respondents who classified
their supervisory status as either Non-Supervisor or Team Leader only fifty-six (37.3%)
were either very or extremely familiar with ICS, and forty-five (30%) not at all or slightly
familiar with ICS. Of the thirty-nine respondents who classified their supervisory status
as Supervisor fourteen (35.9%) were either very or extremely familiar with ICS, and
eight (20.5%) were not at all or slightly familiar with ICS. Of the forty-two respondents
who classified their supervisory status as either Manager or Senior Leader twenty-seven
(64.3%) were either very or extremely familiar with ICS, and only nine (21.4%) were not
at all or slightly familiar with ICS. Figure 37 compares familiarity levels with ICS based
on grade and supervisory status.
Figure 37
HSOLS Respondent Familiarity with ICS: by Grade and Supervisory Status
40

37

36

33

35
29

30
25
20
15

22
15

5
0

3

18
16 16

15
10

10

24

21

10

0

Not at all Familiar

17

9
1

9
4
0

7
3

222

Slightly Familiar

Moderately Familiar

189

9 810
6

8

7 77
1

Very Familiar

0

33

5

5
1

77
3

Extremely Familiar

Note. Figure 37 compares familiarity levels with ICS between HSOLS Respondents
based on their reported grade level and supervisory status.
The data suggests that the largest variance of familiarity with ICS can be observed
by time in federal service with 50.4% respondents who reported over 15-years of service
indicating they are very or extremely familiar with the NIMS command structure and
only 29.4% of that group reporting no or slight familiarity with it; whereas only 28.6%
respondents reporting less than five years of federal service indicated being very or
extremely familiar with the NIMS command structure, while 45% reported no or slight
familiarity with it. Figure 38 illustrates respondent familiarity with the NIMS command
structure based on time in federal service. It may be concluded that familiarity with ICS
increases with service time and seniority due to training and experience with the system.
Figure 38
HSOLS Respondent Familiarity with ICS: by Time in Federal Service
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Note. Figure 38 compares familiarity levels with ICS based on respondent time in federal
service.
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Supplemental Analysis: Question 16 Effectiveness of Organizational Structures
Question 16 queried participants as to the extent they agreed that the five types of
organizational structure examined by the HSOLS are effective for the successful
operation of a homeland security organization. Although the survey question included a
7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Somewhat disagree, 4Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7-Strongly agree; levels of
agreement are summarized here in three broad categories of 1-Disagree, 2-Neither agree
or disagree, and 3-Agree. The demographic categories used to analyze each structure are
1) Veteran status, 2) Non-Federal homeland security experience. 3) Employment status,
4) Gender, and 5) HQ experience.
The first part of Question 16 asks participants to indicate their level of agreement
that the bureaucratic model is effective for homeland security organizations. Figure 39
illustrates the level of effectiveness the various demographic categories assigned to the
bureaucratic model. There is not statistically significant variance between veterans and
non-veterans to the level of effectiveness each group assigned to the bureaucratic
structure. The majority of the 135 veterans (87.4%) of the armed forces disagreed that the
bureaucratic model is effective for a homeland security organization, 3.7% percent
neither agreed or disagreed, and 8.9% agreed. Similarly, 83.3% of the ninety-six nonveterans disagreed, 5.2% neither agreed or disagreed, and only 11.5% agreed that the
bureaucratic model is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses
between participants who identified themselves as veterans of the armed forces and those
who identified themselves as non-veterans. There is not a statistically significant
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difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of the bureaucratic model
between veterans (n = 135, M = 2.08, SD = 1.26) and non-veterans (n = 96, M = 2.25, SD
= 1.41); conditions t(229), = -0.953, p = 0.342. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of
Question 16.
Figure 39
Level of Agreement that Bureaucratic Structure is Effective
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Note. Figure 39 illustrates the level of agreement that the Bureaucratic Model is effective
for the successful operation of a homeland security organization broken down by
demographics.
There is statistically significant variance between respondents with and without
state/local/tribal homeland security experience to the level of effectiveness each group
assigned to the bureaucratic structure. The majority of the 148 respondents (91.9%) with
state local or tribal homeland security experience disagreed that the bureaucratic model is
effective for a homeland security organization, 2% neither agreed or disagreed, and 6.1%
agreed. Of the eighty-three respondents without prior state/local/tribal experience, 74.7%
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disagreed, 8.4% neither agreed or disagreed, and 16.9% agreed that the bureaucratic
model is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as having state/local/tribal experience and those who did not.
There is a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness
of the bureaucratic model between those with state/local/tribal experience (n = 148, M =
1.95, SD = 1.17) and those without state/local/tribal experience (n = 83, M = 2.51, SD =
1.5); conditions t(138.819), = -2.898, p = 0.004. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for this portion of
Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who remain in
active federal service and those who are retired or separated to the level of effectiveness
each group assigned to the bureaucratic structure. The majority of the 196 respondents in
active service (87.7%) disagreed that the bureaucratic model is effective for a homeland
security organization, 3.6% neither agreed or disagreed, and 8.7% agreed. Of the thirtyfive respondents who are retired or separated from federal service, 74.3% disagreed,
8.6% neither agreed or disagreed, and 17.1% agreed that the bureaucratic model is
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who remain in active federal service and those who are retired or separated. There is not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of the
bureaucratic model between those in active federal service (n = 196, M = 2.08, SD =
1.26) and those retired or separated from federal service (n = 35, M = 2.57, SD = 1.48);
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conditions t(43.615), = 1.856, p = 0.070. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of
Question 16.
There is statistically significant variance between respondents based on gender to
the level of effectiveness each group assigned to the bureaucratic structure. The majority
of the 151 male respondents (80.1%) disagreed that the bureaucratic model is effective
for a homeland security organization, 6% neither agreed or disagreed, and 13.9% agreed.
Of the forty-one female respondents, 92.7% disagreed, 2.4% neither agreed or disagreed,
and 4.9% agreed that the bureaucratic model is effective for the successful operation of a
homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between male and female respondents. There was a statistically
significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of the bureaucratic
model between males (n = 151, M = 2.34, SD = 1.46) and females (n = 41, M = 1.88, SD
= 1.14); conditions t(78.797), = 2.114, p = 0.035. The null hypothesis that there will not
be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for this portion of
Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who have
served at a national-level headquarters unit and those who had not to the level of
effectiveness each group assigned to the bureaucratic structure. The majority of the
seventy-two respondents with HQ experience (80.5%) disagreed that the bureaucratic
model is effective for a homeland security organization, 2.8% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 16.7% agreed. Similarly, 88% of the 159 respondents without HQ
experience disagreed, 5.1% neither agreed or disagreed, and only 6.9% agreed that the
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bureaucratic model is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses
between participants who have HQ experience and those who do not. There was not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of the
bureaucratic model between respondents with HQ experience (n = 72, M = 2.22, SD =
1.51) and those without HQ experience (n = 159, M = 2.12, SD = 1.23); conditions
t(229), = 0.545, p = 0.586. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly
disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
The second part of Question 16 asks participants to indicate their level of
agreement that the open system model is effective for homeland security organizations.
Figure 40 illustrates the level of effectiveness the various demographic categories
assigned to the open system model. There is not statistically significant variance between
veterans and non-veterans to the level of effectiveness each group assigned to open
systems. The majority of the 135 veterans of the armed forces (48.9%) agreed that open
systems are effective for a homeland security organization, 42.2% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 8.9% disagreed. Similarly, 49% of the ninety-six non-veterans agreed,
31.2% neither agreed or disagreed, and only 19.8% disagreed that open systems are
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as veterans of the armed forces and those who identified
themselves as non-veterans. There is not a statistically significant difference in the level
of agreement on the effectiveness of open systems between veterans (n = 135, M = 4.63,
SD = 1.17) and non-veterans (n = 96, M = 4.36, SD = 1.41); conditions t(229), = 1.558, p
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= 0.121. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between
the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
Figure 40
Level of Agreement that Open Systems Model is Effective
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Note. Figure 40 illustrates the level of agreement that the Open Systems Model is
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization broken down
by demographics.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents with and
without state/local/tribal homeland security experience to the level of effectiveness each
group assigned to the open system model. The majority of the 148 respondents with state
local or tribal homeland security experience (52.7%) agreed that the open systems model
is effective for a homeland security organization, 33.8% neither agreed or disagreed, and
13.5% disagreed. Of the eighty-three respondents without prior state/local/tribal
experience, 42.2% agreed, 44.6% neither agreed or disagreed, and 13.2% disagreed that
open systems are effective for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses
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between participants who identified themselves as having state/local/tribal HS experience
and those who did not. There is not a statistically significant difference in the level of
agreement on the effectiveness of open systems between those with state/local/tribal
experience (n = 148, M = 4.56, SD = 1.27) and those without state/local/tribal experience
(n = 83, M = 4.45, SD = 1.29); conditions t(229), = 0.656, p = 0.513. The null hypothesis
that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted
for this portion of Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who remain in
active federal service and those who are retired or separated to the level of effectiveness
each group assigned to the open system model. The majority of the 196 respondents in
active service (51.6%) agreed that open systems are effective for a homeland security
organization, 35.7% neither agreed or disagreed, and 12.7% disagreed. Of the thirty-five
respondents who are retired or separated from federal service, 34.3% agreed, 48.6%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 17.1% disagreed that the open system model is effective
for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An independent samples
t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants who remain in active
federal service and those who are retired or separated. There was not a statistically
significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of the open system
model between those in active federal service (n = 196, M = 4.56, SD = 1.29) and those
retired or separated from federal service (n = 35, M = 4.31, SD = 1.18); conditions t(229),
= -1.031, p = 0.303. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate
ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
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There is statistically significant variance between respondents based on gender
(M/F) to the level of effectiveness each group assigned to the open systems model. The
majority of the 151 male respondents (45%) agreed that open systems are effective for a
homeland security organization, 39.7% neither agreed or disagreed, and 15.3% disagreed.
Of the forty-one female respondents, 60.9% agreed, 34.2% neither agreed or disagreed,
and 4.9% disagreed that the open system model is effective for the successful operation
of a homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between participants who identified themselves as male or female.
There is a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness
of the open systems model between males (n = 151, M = 4.41, SD = 1.25) and females (n
= 41, M = 4.88, SD = 1.17); conditions t(190), = -2.153, p = 0.033. The null hypothesis
that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected
for this portion of Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who have
served at a national-level headquarters unit and those who had not in the level of
effectiveness each group assigned to the open systems model. The majority of the
seventy-two respondents (59.7%) with HQ experience agreed that open systems are
effective for a homeland security organization, 26.4% neither agreed or disagreed, and
13.9% disagreed. Similarly, 44% of the 159 respondents without HQ experience agreed,
42.8% neither agreed or disagreed, and 13.2% disagreed that the open system model is
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
with HQ experience and those without. There is not a statistically significant difference in
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the level of agreement on the effectiveness of the open systems model between
respondents with HQ experience (n = 72, M = 4.68, SD = 1.29) and those without HQ
experience (n = 159, M = 4.45, SD = 1.27); conditions t(229), = 1.291, p = 0.198. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
The third part of Question 16 asks participants to indicate their level of agreement
that hierarchical command structures are effective for homeland security organizations.
Figure 41 illustrates the level of effectiveness the various demographic categories
assigned to the hierarchical command structures. There is not statistically significant
variance between veterans and non-veterans to the level of effectiveness each group
assigned to the hierarchical systems. The majority of the 135 veterans of the armed forces
(71.1%) agreed that hierarchical command is effective for a homeland security
organization, 11.1% neither agreed or disagreed, and 17.8% disagreed. Similarly, 59.4%
of the ninety-six non-veterans agreed, 12.5% neither agreed or disagreed, and only 28.1%
disagreed that the hierarchical command is effective for the successful operation of a
homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between participants who identified themselves as veterans of the
armed forces and those who identified themselves as non-veterans. There is not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of
hierarchical command structures between veterans (n = 135, M = 4.70, SD = 1.27) and
non-veterans (n = 96, M = 4.48, SD = 1.4); conditions t(229), = 1.230, p = 0.220. The null
hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples
is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
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Figure 41
Level of Agreement that Hierarchical Command is Effective
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Note. Figure 41 illustrates the level of agreement that Hierarchical Command Structures
are effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization broken
down by demographics.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents with and
without state/local/tribal homeland security experience to the level of effectiveness each
group assigned to hierarchical command structures. The majority of the 148 respondents
with state local or tribal homeland security experience (67.6%) agreed that hierarchical
systems are effective for a homeland security organization, 10.1% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 22.3% disagreed. Of the eighty-three respondents without prior
state/local/tribal experience, 63.8% agreed, 14.5% neither agreed or disagreed, and 21.7%
disagreed that hierarchical command is effective for the successful operation of a
homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between participants who identified themselves as having
state/local/tribal HS experience and those who did not. There is not a statistically
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significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of hierarchical
systems between those with state/local/tribal experience (n = 148, M = 4.62, SD = 1.25)
and those without state/local/tribal experience (n = 83, M = 4.58, SD = 1.46); conditions
t(229), = 0.238, p = 0.812. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly
disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who remain in
active federal service and those who are retired or separated to the level of effectiveness
each group assigned to hierarchical command structures. The majority of the 196
respondents in active service (66.3%) agreed that hierarchical command is effective for a
homeland security organization, 10.7% neither agreed or disagreed, and 23% disagreed.
Of the thirty-five respondents who are retired or separated from federal service, 66%
agreed, 17% neither agreed or disagreed, and 17% disagreed that hierarchical command
is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who remain in active federal service and those who are retired or separated. There is not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of
hierarchical command between those in active federal service (n = 196, M = 4.59, SD =
1.32) and those retired or separated from federal service (n = 35, M = 4.71, SD = 1.34);
conditions t(229), = 0.524, p = 0.601. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of
Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents based on
gender (M/F) to the level of effectiveness each group assigned to hierarchical command.
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The majority of the 151 male respondents (67.5%) agreed that hierarchical command is
effective for a homeland security organization, 12.6% neither agreed or disagreed, and
19.9% disagreed. Of the forty-one female respondents, 58.5% agreed, 9.8% neither
agreed or disagreed, and 31.7% disagreed that hierarchical command is effective for the
successful operation of a homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test
was conducted to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as
male or female. There was a not statistically significant difference in the level of
agreement on the effectiveness of the hierarchical command between males (n = 151, M
= 4.72, SD = 1.29) and females (n = 41, M = 4.27, SD = 1.41); conditions t(190), = 1.959,
p = 0.052. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings
between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
There is statistically significant variance between respondents who have served at
a national-level headquarters unit and those who had not to the level of effectiveness each
group assigned to hierarchical command structures. The majority of the seventy-two
respondents (77.8%) with HQ experience agreed that hierarchical systems are effective
for a homeland security organization, 9.7% neither agreed or disagreed, and 12.5%
disagreed. Similarly, 61% of the 159 respondents without HQ experience agreed, 12.6%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 26.4% disagreed that the hierarchical systems are
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
with HQ experience and those without. There is a statistically significant difference in the
level of agreement on the effectiveness of hierarchical command structures between
respondents with HQ experience (n = 72, M = 4.99, SD = 1.2) and those without HQ
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experience (n = 159, M = 4.43, SD = 1.2); conditions t(151.855), = 3.111, p = 0.002. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is rejected for this portion of Question 16.
The fourth part of Question 16 asks participants to indicate their level of
agreement that decentralized command structures are effective for homeland security
organizations. Figure 42 illustrates the level of effectiveness the various demographic
categories assigned to the decentralized command structures. There is not statistically
significant variance between veterans and non-veterans to the level of effectiveness each
group assigned to the decentralized systems. The majority of the 135 veterans of the
armed forces (85.9%) agreed that decentralized command is effective for a homeland
security organization, 9.7% neither agreed or disagreed, and 4.4% disagreed. Similarly,
81.2% of the ninety-six non-veterans agreed, 8.3% neither agreed or disagreed, and
10.5% disagreed that the decentralized command is effective for the successful operation
of a homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between participants who identified themselves as veterans of the
armed forces and those who identified themselves as non-veterans. There is not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of
decentralized command structures between veterans (n = 135, M = 5.47, SD = 1.03) and
non-veterans (n = 96, M = 5.19, SD = 1.33); conditions t(229), = 1.844, p = 0.066. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
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Figure 42
Level of Agreement that Decentralized Command is Effective
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Note. Figure 42 illustrates the level of agreement that Decentralized Command Structures
are effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization broken
down by demographics.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents with and
without state/local/tribal homeland security experience to the level of effectiveness each
group assigned to decentralized command structures. The majority of the 148 respondents
with state local or tribal homeland security experience (89.9%) agreed that decentralized
systems are effective for a homeland security organization, 6.1% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 4% disagreed. Of the eighty-three respondents without prior
state/local/tribal experience, 73.5% agreed, 14.5% neither agreed or disagreed, and 12%
disagreed that decentralized command is effective for the successful operation of a
homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between participants who identified themselves as having
state/local/tribal HS experience and those who did not. There is no statistically significant
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difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of decentralized systems
between those with state/local/tribal experience (n = 148, M = 5.47, SD = 1.04) and those
without state/local/tribal experience (n = 83, M = 5.14, SD = 1.35); conditions t(136.869),
= 1.916, p = 0.057. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate
ratings between the two samples is rejected for this portion of Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who remain in
active federal service and those who are retired or separated to the level of effectiveness
each group assigned to decentralized command structures. The majority of the 196
respondents in active service (69.6%) agreed that decentralized command is effective for
a homeland security organization, 17.1% neither agreed or disagreed, and 14.3%
disagreed. Of the thirty-five respondents who are retired or separated from federal
service, 86.8% agreed, 7.6% neither agreed or disagreed, and 5.6% disagreed that
decentralized command is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses
between participants who remain in active federal service and those who are retired or
separated. There is not a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on
the effectiveness of decentralized command between those in active federal service (n =
196, M = 5.41, SD = 1.12) and those retired or separated from federal service (n = 35, M
= 5.03, SD = 1.38); conditions t(229), = -1.800, p = 0.073. The null hypothesis that there
will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this
portion of Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents based on
gender (M/F) to the level of effectiveness each group assigned to decentralized
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command. The majority of the 151 male respondents (80.1%) agreed that decentralized
command is effective for a homeland security organization, 11.2% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 8.7% disagreed. Of the forty-one female respondents, 90.3% agreed, 7.3%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 2.4% disagreed that decentralized command is effective
for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An independent samples
t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants who identified
themselves as male or female. There is a not statistically significant difference in the
level of agreement on the effectiveness of the decentralized model between males (n =
151, M = 5.23, SD = 1.22) and females (n = 41, M = 5.59, SD = 1.07); conditions t(190),
= -1.715, p = 0.088. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate
ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who have
served at a national-level headquarters unit and those who had not to the level of
effectiveness each group assigned to decentralized command structures. The majority of
the seventy-two respondents (86.1%) with HQ experience agreed that decentralized
systems are effective for a homeland security organization, 5.6% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 8.3% disagreed. Similarly, 83% of the 159 respondents without HQ
experience agreed, 10.7% neither agreed or disagreed, and 6.3% disagreed that
decentralized systems are effective for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses
between participants with HQ experience and those without. There is not a statistically
significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of decentralized
command structures between respondents with HQ experience (n = 72, M = 5.49, SD =
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1.22) and those without HQ experience (n = 159, M = 5.30, SD = 1.14); conditions
t(229), = 1.147, p = 0.253. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly
disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
The final part of Question 16 asks participants to indicate their level of agreement
that the command structure identified in NIMS (ICS) is effective for homeland security
organizations. Figure 43 illustrates the level of effectiveness the various demographic
categories assigned to the ICS. There is not statistically significant variance between
veterans and non-veterans to the level of effectiveness each group assigned to the ICS.
The majority of the 135 veterans of the armed forces (66%) agreed that ICS is effective
for a homeland security organization, 30% neither agreed or disagreed, and 4%
disagreed. Similarly, 67% of the ninety-six non-veterans agreed, 29% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 4% disagreed that ICS is effective for the successful operation of a
homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between participants who identified themselves as veterans of the
armed forces and those who identified themselves as non-veterans. There is not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of ICS
between veterans (n = 135, M = 5.24, SD = 1.24) and non-veterans (n = 96, M = 5.24, SD
= 1.18); conditions t(229), = 0.030, p = 0.976. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of
Question 16.
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Figure 43
Level of Agreement that ICS is Effective
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Note. Figure 43 illustrates the level of agreement that the NIMS Command Structure
(ICS) is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization broken
down by demographics.
There is statistically significant variance between respondents with and without
state/local/tribal homeland security experience to the level of effectiveness each group
assigned to the ICS. The majority of the 148 respondents with state local or tribal
homeland security experience (73%) agreed that ICS is effective for a homeland security
organization, 24.3% neither agreed or disagreed, and 2.7% disagreed. Of the eighty-three
respondents without prior state/local/tribal experience, 54.3% agreed, 39.7% neither
agreed or disagreed, and 6% disagreed that ICS effective for the successful operation of a
homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between participants who identified themselves as having
state/local/tribal HS experience and those who did not. There is statistically significant
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difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of ICS between those with
state/local/tribal experience (n = 148, M = 5.39, SD = 1.2) and those without
state/local/tribal experience (n = 83, M = 4.98, SD = 1.2); conditions t(229), = 2.538, p =
0.012. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between
the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who remain in
active federal service and those who are retired or separated to the level of effectiveness
each group assigned to ICS. The majority of the 196 respondents in active service
(68.4%) agreed that ICS is effective for a homeland security organization, 27.5% neither
agreed or disagreed, and 4.1% disagreed. Of the thirty-five respondents who are retired or
separated from federal service, 54.3% agreed, 45.8% neither agreed or disagreed, and
2.9% disagreed that ICS is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses
between participants who remain in active federal service and those who are retired or
separated. There is not a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on
the effectiveness of ICS between those in active federal service (n = 196, M = 5.27, SD =
1.21) and those retired or separated from federal service (n = 35, M = 5.09, SD = 1.2);
conditions t(229), = -0.832, p = 0.406. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of
Question 16.
There is not a statistically significant variance between respondents based on
gender (M/F) to the level of effectiveness each group assigned to ICS. The majority of
the 151 male respondents (35.6%) agreed that ICS is effective for a homeland security
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organization, 31.1% neither agreed or disagreed, and 3.3% disagreed. Of the forty-one
female respondents, 80.5% agreed, 33.3% neither agreed or disagreed, and 0% disagreed
that ICS is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as male or female. There is not a statistically significant
difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of the ICS between males (n =
151, M = 5.24, SD = 1.15) and females (n = 41, M = 5.59, SD = 0.97); conditions t(190),
= -1.763, p = 0.08. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate
ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who have
served at a national-level headquarters unit and those who had not to the level of
effectiveness each group assigned to Incident Command Structure outlined in NIMS. The
majority of the seventy-two respondents (75%) with HQ experience agreed ICS is
effective for a homeland security organization, 22.2% neither agreed or disagreed, and
2.8% disagreed. Similarly, 62.3% of the 159 respondents without HQ experience agreed,
33.3% neither agreed or disagreed, and 4.4% disagreed that ICS is effective for the
successful operation of a homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test
was conducted to compare responses between participants with HQ experience and those
without. There is not a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the
effectiveness of ICS between respondents with HQ experience (n = 72, M = 5.47, SD =
1.21) and those without HQ experience (n = 159, M = 5.14, SD = 1.2); conditions t(229),
= 1.955, p = 0.052. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate
ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 16.
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Supplemental Analysis: Questions 17 and 18
Question 17 of the HSOLS asked respondents to select the organizational
structure type that best describes the structure of their current agency from the response
options of 1-Bureaucratic, 2-Open System Model, 3- Hierarchical Command Structure, 4Decentral Command Structure, and 5-Other. Question 18 followed up by asking
respondents to rate the effectiveness of the organizational structure of their current
agency from the response options of 1-Not at all effective, 2-Slightly effective, 3-Neither
effective or ineffective, 4-Very effective, and 5-Extremely effective; an option of “prefer
not to answer” was also provided. A comparison of responses between Questions 17 and
18 provides useful insight into how respondents feel about the organizational structure of
their current agencies. Of the seventy-seven respondents who classified their current
agency as bureaucratic, fifty-eight (75.3%) ranked the effectiveness of their agency
structure as either not at all or slightly effective, nine (11.7%) as neither effective or
ineffective, only five (6.5%) as very effective, and none as extremely effective; five
respondents who classified their organization as bureaucratic chose not to provide a
rating of its effectiveness. The 124 respondents who classified their current agency as
hierarchical appear to be divided or undecided on the effectiveness of that structure as
thirty-one (25%) rated the structure of their organization as either not at all or slightly
effective, the majority fifty-three (42.7%) classified it as neither effective or ineffective,
thirty-one (25%) as very or extremely effective, and nine opted not to provide a rating. Of
the twenty-one respondents that classified their current agencies as decentralized
seventeen (80.9%) rated the effectiveness of the structure as very effective, three (14.3%)
as extremely effective, and only one as slightly effective. Figure 44 illustrates what
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degree of effectiveness respondents assigned to the organizational structure of their
current agency based on type of structure.
Figure 44
Effectiveness of Current Agency Organizational Structure: by Type
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Note. Figure 44 illustrates how respondents classified the effectiveness of the
organizational structure of their current agency by classification.
Examining agency structure effectiveness ratings by grade and supervisory status
shows minor difference between the groups. Of the fifty respondents who classified
themselves in pay category/grade GS 7-11, eighteen (36%) ranked the structure of their
current agency as not or slightly effective, seventeen (34%) as neither effective or
ineffective, eleven (22%) as very or extremely effective, and four did not rate agency
effectiveness. Of the 111 respondents who classified themselves in pay category/grade
GS 12-13, forty-five (40.5%) ranked the structure of their current agency as not or
slightly effective, thirty (27%) as neither effective or ineffective, thirty (27%) as very or
extremely effective, and six did not rate agency effectiveness. Of the sixty respondents
that classified themselves in pay category/grade GS 14-15, twenty-six (43.3%) ranked the
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structure of their current agency as not or slightly effective, fourteen (23.3) as neither
effective or ineffective, sixteen (26.6%) as very or extremely effective, and four did not
rate agency effectiveness. Of the ten respondents who classified themselves as members
of the Senior Executive Service three (30%) ranked the structure of their current agency
as not or slightly effective, four (40%) as neither effective or ineffective, and three (30%)
as very or extremely effective. Of the 150 respondents who classified their supervisory
status as either Non-Supervisor, or Team Leader sixty (40%) ranked the structure of their
current agency as not or slightly effective, forty-six (30.6%) as neither effective or
ineffective, thirty-four (22.6%) as very or extremely effective, and ten did not rate agency
effectiveness. Of the thirty-nine respondents who classified their supervisory status as
Supervisor fourteen (35.9%) ranked the structure of their current agency as not or slightly
effective, eight (20.5%) as neither effective or ineffective, fifteen (38.5%) as very or
extremely effective, and two did not rate agency effectiveness. Of the forty-two
respondents who classified their supervisory status as either Manager or Senior Leader
eighteen (42.9%) ranked the structure of their current agency as not or slightly effective,
eleven (26.2%) as neither effective or ineffective, eleven (26.2%) as very or extremely
effective, and two did not rate agency effectiveness. Figures 45 and 46 examine
effectiveness ratings based on pay grade or supervisory status, respectively.
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Figure 45
Effectiveness of Current Agency Organizational Structure: by Grade
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Note. Figure 45 illustrates how respondents broken down by pay grade rated the
effectiveness of the organizational structure of their current agency.
Figure 46
Effectiveness of Current Agency Organizational Structure: by Status
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Note. Figure 46 illustrates how respondents broken down by supervisory status rated the
effectiveness of the organizational structure of their current agency.
Supplemental Analysis: Questions 19 and 20
Question 19 asked respondents which organizational structure is most effective
for routine operations, and Question 20 for emergency operations and both questions
provided the selections of 1-Buereaucratic, 2-Open System Model, 3- Hierarchical
Command Structure, 4-Decentralized Command Structure, 5- ICS, and 6-Other. One key
takeaway is that respondents seem to endorse different organizational structures based on
the classification of operations as 146 (63.2%) selected a decentralized command
structure as most effective for routine operations, and 107 46.32%) selected ICS as most
effective for emergency operations. Only seventy-seven respondents (33.3%) selected the
same organizational structure for both routine and emergency operations. When a
respondent selected the same structure for both routine and emergency operations the
most frequently selected structure was Decentralized Command that was chosen by
thirty-eight respondents (49.4% of respondents in this category), followed by
Hierarchical command selected by twenty-five (32.5%), then ICS selected by seven
(9.1%), Open Structure was selected by six, and Other was selected once. Figure 47
illustrates which organizational structure were selected by respondents as most effective
for the operation of a homeland security organization during both routine and emergency
operations.
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Figure 47
Organizational Structures Selected as most Effective for All Operations
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Note. Figure 47 illustrates the frequency in which the same organizational structure was
selected by a single respondent as most effective during both routine and emergency
operations.
Table 71 illustrates which organizational structure was selected by respondents
sorted by grade, as most effective for the operation of a homeland security organization
during both routine and emergency operations. Table 71 illustrates which organizational
structure were selected by respondents sorted by supervisory status, as most effective for
the operation of a homeland security organization during both routine and emergency
operations. An examination of the grade and supervisory status of the respondents who
selected the same structure as most effective for both routine and emergency operations
indicated that lower ranked and non-supervisory personnel are more likely to select
decentralized command for both types of operations than are more senior individuals;
there is little deviation observed between grade and supervisory status for selection of the
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other structures. Figure 48 illustrates by respondent grade and supervisory status which
organizational structure was selected for both routine and emergency operations.
Table 71
Structures Selected as Most Effective for all Operations: by Grade

GS 7-11
GS 12-13
GS-14-15
SES
Total

ICS
4
1
2
0
7

Hierarchical Decentralized
7
8
8
23
9
5
1
2
25
38

Open Model
1
4
1
0
6

Note: Table 71 illustrates the frequency in which the same organizational structure was
selected by a single respondent as most effective during both routine and emergency
operations sorted by grade of respondent.
Table 72
Structures Selected as Most Effective for all Operations: by Supervisory Status

Non-Supervisor
Team Leader
Manager
Senior Leader
Total

ICS
4
1
1
1
7

Hierarchical Decentralized Open Model
8
20
4
4
9
1
2
2
0
5
2
0
25
38
6

Note: Table 72 illustrates the frequency in which the same organizational structure was
selected by a single respondent as most effective during both routine and emergency
operations sorted by supervisory status of respondent.
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Figure 48
Structures Selected as Effective for all Operations: by Grade and Supervisory Status
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Note: Figure 48 illustrates the frequency in which the same organizational structure was
selected by a single respondent, sorted by grade and supervisory status, as most effective
during both routine and emergency operations sorted by supervisory status of respondent.
Supplemental Analysis: Question 22 Hierarchical Command
Question 22 asked participants to what extent they agree with the statement that
homeland security organizations should use hierarchical command structures. Although
the survey question included a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2Disagree, 3-Somewhat disagree, 4- Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6Agree, and 7-Strongly agree; levels of agreement are summarized here in three broad
categories of 1-Disagree, 2-Neither agree or disagree, and 3-Agree. The demographic
categories used to analyze each structure were 1) Veteran status, 2) Non-Federal
homeland security experience. 3) Employment status, 4) Gender, and 5) HQ experience.
Figure 49 illustrates the level of agreement the various categories placed on the
appropriateness of hierarchical command structures.
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Figure 49
Level of Agreement that Hierarchical Command is Appropriate
120.0%
100.0%
80.0%
60.0%

77.8%

68.8%

77.7%

67.5%

75.0%

68.5%

74.8%

70.7%

76.4%

73.0%

10.7%
14.3%

17.2%

11.3%
13.9%

17.1%

8.3%
15.3%

13.2%
13.8%

40.0%
20.0%
0.0%

8.9%
13.3%

15.6%
15.6%

11.5%
10.8%

Disagree

12.0%
20.5%

14.3%

Neither Agree or Disagree

12.2%

Agree

Note. Figure 49 illustrates the level of agreement that homeland security organizations
should use hierarchical command structures broken down by demographics.
There is no statistically significant variance between veterans and non-veterans to
the level of agreement on the use of hierarchical command structures. The majority of the
135 veterans (77.8%) of the armed forces agreed that homeland security organizations
should use hierarchical command structures, 8.9% percent neither agreed or disagreed,
and 13.3% disagreed. Similarly, 68.8% of the ninety-six non-veterans agreed that
homeland security organizations should use hierarchical command structures, 5.2%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 15.6% disagreed. An independent samples t-test was
conducted to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as
veterans of the armed forces and those who identified themselves as non-veterans. There
is not a statistically significant difference in agreement on the use of hierarchical
command between veterans (n = 135, M = 5.16, SD = 1.33) and non-veterans (n = 96, M
= 4.99, SD = 1.36); conditions t(229), = 0.967, p = 0.335. The null hypothesis that there
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will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this
portion of Question 22.
There is statistically significant variance between respondents with and without
state/local/tribal homeland security experience to the level of agreement in the use of
hierarchical command structures. The majority of the 148 respondents (77.7%) with state
local or tribal homeland security experience agreed that homeland security organizations
should use hierarchical command structures, 11.5% neither agreed or disagreed, and
10.8% disagreed. Of the eighty-three respondents without prior state/local/tribal
experience, 67.5% agreed that homelands security organizations should use hierarchical
command structures, 12% neither agreed or disagreed, and 20.5% disagreed. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as having state/local/tribal experience and those who did not.
There is statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the use of
hierarchical command between those with state/local/tribal experience (n = 148, M =
5.24, SD = 1.24) and those without state/local/tribal experience (n = 83, M = 4.83, SD =
1.48); conditions t(229), = 2.218, p = 0.028. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of
Question 22.
There is no statistically significant variance between respondents who remain in
active federal service and those who are retired or separated to the level of agreement on
the use of hierarchical command structures. The majority of the 196 respondents in active
service (75%) agreed that that homeland security organizations should use hierarchical
command structures, 10.7% neither agreed or disagreed, and 14.3% disagreed. Of the
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thirty-five respondents who are retired or separated from federal service, 38.5% agreed,
17.2% neither agreed or disagreed, and 14.3% disagreed that homeland security
organizations should use hierarchical command structures. An independent samples t-test
was conducted to compare responses between participants who remain in active federal
service and those who are retired or separated. There is not a statistically significant
difference in the level of agreement on the use of hierarchical command between those in
active federal service (n = 196, M = 5.1, SD = 1.33) and those retired or separated from
federal service (n = 35, M = 5.06, SD = 1.43); conditions t(229), = -0.161, p = 0.872. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is rejected for this portion of Question 22.
There is no statistically significant variance between respondents based on gender
(M/F) to the level of agreement each group assigned to the use of hierarchical command
structures. The majority of the 151 male respondents (748.%) agreed that homeland
security organizations should use hierarchical command structures , 11.3% neither agreed
or disagreed, and 13.9% disagreed. Of the forty-one female respondents, 70.7% agreed
that homeland security organizations should use hierarchical command, 17.1% neither
agreed or disagreed, and 12.2% disagreed. An independent samples t-test was conducted
to compare responses between male and female respondents. There is not a statistically
significant difference in the level of agreement on the use of hierarchical command
between males (n = 151, M = 5.09, SD = 1.26) and females (n = 41, M = 5.15, SD =
1.49); conditions t(190), = -0.233, p = 0.816. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of
Question 22.
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There was not statistically significant variance between respondents who have
served at a national-level headquarters unit and those who had not to the level of
agreement that homeland security organizations should use hierarchical command. The
majority of the seventy-two respondents with HQ experience (76.4%) agreed that
homeland security organizations should use hierarchical command structures, 8.3%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 15.3% disagreed. Similarly, 73% of the 159 respondents
without HQ experience agreed that homeland security organizations should use
hierarchical command, 13.2% neither agreed or disagreed, and 13.8% disagreed. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who have HQ experience and those who do not. There is not a statistically significant
difference in the level of agreement on the use of hierarchical command between
respondents with HQ experience (n = 72, M = 5.35, SD = 1.39) and those without HQ
experience (n = 159, M = 4.97, SD = 1.31); conditions t(229), = 1.963, p = 0.51. The null
hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples
is accepted for this portion of Question 22.
Supplemental Analysis: Question 23 Decentralized Command
Question 23 asked participants what extent they agree with the statement that
homeland security organizations should use decentralized command structures. Although
the survey question included a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2Disagree, 3-Somewhat disagree, 4- Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6Agree, and 7-Strongly agree; levels of agreement are summarized here in three broad
categories of 1-Disagree, 2-Neither agree or disagree, and 3-Agree. The demographic
categories used to analyze each structure were 1) Veteran status, 2) Non-Federal
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homeland security experience. 3) Employment status, 4) Gender, and 5) HQ experience.
Figure 50 illustrates the level of agreement the various categories placed on the
appropriateness of decentralized command structures.
Figure 50
Level of Agreement that Decentralized Command is Appropriate
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Note. Figure 50 illustrates the level of agreement that homeland security organizations
should use decentralized command structures broken down by demographics.
There is no statistically significant variance between veterans and non-veterans to
the level of agreement on the use of decentralized command structures. The majority of
the 135 veterans (80%) of the armed forces agreed that homeland security organizations
should use decentralized command structures, 11.1% percent neither agreed or disagreed,
and 8.9% disagreed. Similarly, 72.9% of the ninety-six non-veterans agreed that
homeland security organizations should use decentralized command structures, 10.4%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 16.7% disagreed. An independent samples t-test was
conducted to compare responses between participants who identified themselves as
veterans of the armed forces and those who identified themselves as non-veterans. There
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was not a statistically significant difference in agreement on the use of decentralized
command between veterans (n = 135, M = 5.31, SD = 1.28) and non-veterans (n = 96, M
= 5.03, SD = 1.42); conditions t(229), = 1.563, p = 0.119. The null hypothesis that there
will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this
portion of Question 23.
There is no statistically significant variance between respondents with and
without state/local/tribal homeland security experience to the level of agreement on the
use of decentralized command structures. The majority of the 148 respondents (78.4%)
with state local or tribal homeland security experience agreed that homeland security
organizations should use decentralized command structures, 11.5% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 10.1% disagreed. Of the eighty-three respondents without prior
state/local/tribal experience, 74.7% agreed that homeland security organizations should
use decentralized command structures, 9.6% neither agreed or disagreed, and 15.7%
disagreed. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between
participants who identified themselves as having state/local/tribal experience and those
who did not. There is not a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on
the use of decentralized command between those with state/local/tribal experience (n =
148, M = 5.28, SD = 1.3) and those without state/local/tribal experience (n = 83, M =
5.04, SD = 1.41); conditions t(229), = 1.345, p = 0.180. The null hypothesis that there
will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this
portion of Question 23.
There is no statistically significant variance between respondents who remain in
active federal service and those who are retired or separated to the level of agreement on
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the use of decentralized command structures. The majority of the 196 respondents in
active service (79.1%) agreed that that homeland security organizations should use
decentralized command structures, 10.2% neither agreed or disagreed, and 10.7%
disagreed. Of the thirty-five respondents who are retired or separated from federal
service, 65.7% agreed, 14.3% neither agreed or disagreed, and 20% disagreed that
homeland security organizations should use decentralized command structures. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who remain in active federal service and those who are retired or separated. There is not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the use of decentralized
command between those in active federal service (n = 196, M = 5.27, SD = 1.28) and
those retired or separated from federal service (n = 35, M = 4.80, SD = 1.62); conditions
t(229), = -1.896, p = 0.059. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly
disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 23.
There is statistically significant variance between respondents based on gender
(M/F) to the level of agreement each group assigned to the use of decentralized command
structures. The majority of the 151 male respondents (74.2%) agreed that homeland
security organizations should use decentralized command structures , 11.2% neither
agreed or disagreed, and 14.6% disagreed. Of the forty-one female respondents, 83%
agreed that homeland security organizations should use decentralized command, 9.7%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 7.3% disagreed. An independent samples t-test was
conducted to compare responses between male and female respondents. There is a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the use of decentralized
command between males (n = 151, M = 5.06, SD = 1.41) and females (n = 41, M = 5.63,
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SD = 1.87); conditions t(190), = -2.384, p = 0.018. The null hypothesis that there will not
be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of
Question 23.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who have
served at a national-level headquarters unit and those who had not to the level of
agreement that homeland security organizations should use decentralized command. The
majority of the seventy-two respondents with HQ experience (79.2%) agreed that
homeland security organizations should use decentralized command structures, 9.7%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 11.1% disagreed. Similarly, 76.1% of the 159
respondents without HQ experience agreed that homeland security organizations should
use decentralized command, 11.3% neither agreed or disagreed, and 12.6% disagreed. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who have HQ experience and those who do not. There is not a statistically significant
difference in the level of agreement on the use of decentralized command between
respondents with HQ experience (n = 72, M = 5.32, SD = 1.4) and those without HQ
experience (n = 159, M = 5.14, SD = 1.32); conditions t(229), = 0.947, p = 0.344. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is accepted for this portion of Question 23.
Supplemental Analysis: Question 24 ICS
Question 24 asked participants what extent they agree with the statement that the
command structure defined in NIMS (ICS) is effective. Although the survey question
included a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Somewhat
disagree, 4- Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7-Strongly agree;

226

levels of agreement are summarized here in three broad categories of 1-Disagree, 2Neither agree or disagree, and 3-Agree. The demographic categories used to analyze each
structure were 1) Veteran status, 2) Non-Federal homeland security experience. 3)
Employment status, 4) Gender, and 5) HQ experience. Figure 51 illustrates the level of
agreement that ICS is effective.
Figure 51
Level of Agreement that ICS is Effective
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Note. Figure 51 illustrates the level of agreement that ICS is effective.
There is not statistically significant variance between veterans and non-veterans to
the level of agreement on the effectiveness of ICS. The majority of the 135 veterans
(61.5%) of the armed forces agreed that ICS is effective, 34.8% percent neither agreed or
disagreed, and 3.7% disagreed. Similarly, 63.5% of the ninety-six non-veterans agreed
that ICS is effective, 29.2% neither agreed or disagreed, and 7.3% disagreed. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as veterans of the armed forces and those who identified
themselves as non-veterans. There is not a statistically significant difference in agreement
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on the effectiveness of ICS between veterans (n = 135, M = 5.04, SD = 0.97) and nonveterans (n = 96, M = 5.06, SD = 1.13); conditions t(229), = -0.169, p = 0.866. The null
hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples
is accepted for this portion of Question 24.
There is statistically significant variance between respondents with and without
state/local/tribal homeland security experience to the level of agreement on the
effectiveness of ICS. The majority of the 148 respondents (67.6%) with state local or
tribal homeland security experience agreed that ICS is effective, 28.4% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 4% disagreed. Of the eighty-three respondents without prior
state/local/tribal experience, 53% agreed that ICS is effective, 39.7% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 7.3% disagreed. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare
responses between participants who identified themselves as having state/local/tribal
experience and those who did not. There is a statistically significant difference in the
level of agreement on the effectiveness of ICS between those with state/local/tribal
experience (n = 148, M = 5.16, SD = 1.1) and those without state/local/tribal experience
(n = 83, M = 54.84, SD = 1.16); conditions t(229), = 2.076, p = 0.039. The null
hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples
is accepted for this portion of Question 24.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who remain in
active federal service and those who are retired or separated to the level of agreement on
the effectiveness of ICS. The majority of the 196 respondents in active service (66.3%)
agreed that that ICS is effective, 28.6% neither agreed or disagreed, and 5.1% disagreed.
Of the thirty-five respondents who are retired or separated from federal service, 40%
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agreed, 54.3% neither agreed or disagreed, and 5.7% disagreed that ICS is effective. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who remain in active federal service and those who are retired or separated. There is not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of ICS
between those in active federal service (n = 196, M = 5.10, SD = 1.11) and those retired
or separated from federal service (n = 35, M = 4.77, SD = 1.19); conditions t(229), = 1.578, p = 0.116. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings
between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 24.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents based on
gender (M/F) to the level of agreement on the effectiveness of ICS. The majority of the
151 male respondents (60.9%) agreed that ICS is effective, 35.8% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 3.3% disagreed. Of the forty-one female respondents, 75.7% agreed that
ICS is effective, 21.9% neither agreed or disagreed, and 5.1% disagreed. An independent
samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between male and female
respondents. There is not a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on
the effectiveness of ICS between males (n = 151, M = 5.05, SD = 1.07) and females (n =
41, M = 5.34, SD = 1.01); conditions t(190), = -1.579, p = 0.116. The null hypothesis that
there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for
this portion of Question 24.
There was not statistically significant variance between respondents who have
served at a national-level headquarters unit and those who had not to the level of
agreement on the effectiveness of ICS. The majority of the seventy-two respondents with
HQ experience (68%) agreed that ICS is effective, 29.2% neither agreed or disagreed,
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and 2.8% disagreed. Similarly, 59.7% of the 159 respondents without HQ experience
agreed ICS is effective, 34% neither agreed or disagreed, and 6.3% disagreed. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who have HQ experience and those who do not. There was not a statistically significant
difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of ICS between respondents with
HQ experience (n = 72, M = 5.21, SD = 1.16) and those without HQ experience (n = 159,
M = 4.97, SD = 1.11); conditions t(229), = 1.461, p = 0.145. The null hypothesis that
there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for
this portion of Question 24.
Supplemental Analysis: HSOLS Section III Leadership
Supplemental Analysis: Question 26 Effectiveness of Leadership Models
Question 26 queried participants as to the extent they agreed that the two types of
leadership examined by the HSOLS are effective for the successful operation of a
homeland security organization. Although the survey question included a 7-Point LikertType scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Somewhat disagree, 4- Neither agree or
disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7-Strongly agree; levels of agreement are
summarized here in three broad categories of 1-Disagree, 2-Neither agree or disagree,
and 3-Agree. The demographic categories used to analyze each structure were 1) Veteran
status, 2) Non-Federal homeland security experience. Gender, 3) Employment status, 4)
Gender, and 5) HQ experience.
The first part of Question 26 asks participants to indicate their level of agreement
that autocratic leadership is effective for the successful operation of homeland security
organizations. Figure 52 illustrates the level of effectiveness the various demographic
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categories assigned to autocratic leadership. There is not statistically significant variance
between veterans and non-veterans to the level of effectiveness each group assigned to
the autocratic leadership. The majority of the 135 veterans (48.9%) of the armed forces
agreed that autocratic leadership is effective for a homeland security organization, 12.6%
percent neither agreed or disagreed, and 38.5% disagreed. On the other hand, only 43.7%
of the ninety-six non-veterans agreed, 9.4% neither agreed or disagreed, and 46.9%
disagreed that the autocratic leadership is effective for the successful operation of a
homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between participants who identified themselves as veterans of the
armed forces and those who identified themselves as non-veterans. There was not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of
autocratic leadership between veterans (n = 135, M = 3.93, SD = 1.65) and non-veterans
(n = 96, M = 3.83, SD = 1.75); conditions t(229), = 0.410, p = 0.682. The null hypothesis
that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted
for this portion of Question 26.
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Figure 52
Level of Agreement that Autocratic Leadership is Effective
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Note. Figure 52 illustrates the level of agreement that Autocratic Leadership is effective
for the successful operation of a homeland security organization broken down by
demographics.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents with and
without state/local/tribal homeland security experience to the level of effectiveness each
group assigned to autocratic leadership. The majority of the 148 respondents (47.3%)
with state local or tribal homeland security experience agreed that autocratic leadership is
effective for a homeland security organization, 10.1% neither agreed or disagreed, and
42.6% disagreed. Of the eighty-three respondents without prior state/local/tribal
experience, 45.8% agreed, 13.2% neither agreed or disagreed, and 41% disagreed that
autocratic leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses
between participants who identified themselves as having state/local/tribal experience
and those who did not. There is not a statistically significant difference in the level of
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agreement on the effectiveness of autocratic leadership between those with
state/local/tribal experience (n = 148, M = 3.88, SD = 1.66) and those without
state/local/tribal experience (n = 83, M = 3.90, SD = 1.75); conditions t(229), = -0.109, p
= 0.913. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between
the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 26.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents who remain in
active federal service and those who are retired or separated to the level of effectiveness
each group assigned to autocratic leadership. The majority of the 196 respondents in
active service (47.4%) agreed that autocratic leadership is effective for a homeland
security organization, 9.7% neither agreed or disagreed, and 42.9% disagreed. Of the
thirty-five respondents who are retired or separated from federal service, 42.9% agreed,
20% neither agreed or disagreed, and 37.1% disagreed that autocratic leadership is
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who remain in active federal service and those who are retired or separated. There is not a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of
autocratic leadership between those in active federal service (n = 196, M = 3.89, SD =
1.69) and those retired or separated from federal service (n = 35, M = 3.89, SD = 1.69);
conditions t(229), = -0.007, p = 0.995. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of
Question 26.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents based on
gender (M/F) to the level of effectiveness each group assigned to autocratic leadership.
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The majority of the 151 male respondents (47.7%) agreed that autocratic leadership is
effective for a homeland security organization, 12.6% neither agreed or disagreed, and
39.7% disagreed. Of the forty-one female respondents, however, only 39% agreed, 9.8%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 51.2% disagreed that autocratic leadership is effective
for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. An independent samples
t-test was conducted to compare responses between male and female respondents. There
is not a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of
autocratic leadership between males (n = 151, M = 3.96, SD = 1.70) and females (n = 41,
M = 3.63, SD = 1.62); conditions t(190), = 1.099, p = 0.273. The null hypothesis that
there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for
this portion of Question 26.
There is not a statistically significant variance between respondents who have
served at a national-level headquarters unit and those who have not to the level of
effectiveness each group assigned to autocratic leadership. The majority of the seventytwo respondents with HQ experience (52.8%) agreed that autocratic leadership is
effective for a homeland security organization, 11.1% neither agreed or disagreed, and
36.1% disagreed. Similarly, 44.1% of the 159 respondents without HQ experience
agreed, 11.3% neither agreed or disagreed, and 44.6% disagreed that autocratic
leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization.
An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who have HQ experience and those who do not. There was not a statistically significant
difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of autocratic leadership between
respondents with HQ experience (n = 72, M = 4.15, SD = 1.72) and those without HQ
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experience (n = 159, M = 3.77, SD = 1.66); conditions t(229), = 1.614, p = 0.385. The
null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate ratings between the two
samples is accepted for this portion of Question 26.
The second part of Question 26 asked participants to indicate their level of
agreement that transformational leadership is effective for the successful operation of
homeland security organizations. Figure 53 illustrates the level of effectiveness the
various demographic categories assigned to transformational leadership. There is
statistically significant variance between veterans and non-veterans to the level of
effectiveness each group assigned to the transformational leadership. The majority of the
135 veterans (86.6%) of the armed forces agreed that transformational leadership is
effective for a homeland security organization, 10.4% percent neither agreed or
disagreed, and only 3% disagreed. Similarly, 81.3% of the ninety-six non-veterans
agreed, 13.5% neither agreed or disagreed, and only 5.2% disagreed that transformational
leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization.
An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who identified themselves as veterans of the armed forces and those who identified
themselves as non-veterans. There is a statistically significant difference in the level of
agreement on the effectiveness of transformational leadership between veterans (n = 135,
M = 5.76, SD = 1.04) and non-veterans (n = 96, M = 5.46, SD = 1.10); conditions t(229),
= 2.086, p = 0.038. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly disparate
ratings between the two samples is rejected for this portion of Question 26.
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Figure 53
Level of Agreement that Transformational Leadership is Effective
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Note. Figure 53 illustrates the level of agreement that Transformational Leadership is
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization broken down
by demographics.
There is not statistically significant variance between respondents with and
without state/local/tribal homeland security experience to the level of effectiveness each
group assigned to transformational leadership. The majority of the 148 respondents
(85.8%) with state local or tribal homeland security experience agreed that
transformational leadership is effective for a homeland security organization, 10.1%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 4.1% disagreed. Of the eighty-three respondents without
prior state/local/tribal experience, 81.9% agreed, 14.5% neither agreed or disagreed, and
3.6% disagreed that transformational leadership is effective for the successful operation
of a homeland security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
compare responses between participants who identified themselves as having
state/local/tribal experience and those who did not. There is not a statistically significant
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difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of the transformational
leadership between those with state/local/tribal experience (n = 148, M = 5.69, SD =
1.05) and those without state/local/tribal experience (n = 83, M = 5.53, SD = 1.12);
conditions t(229), = 1.080, p = 0.281. The null hypothesis that there will not be
significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of
Question 26.
There is a statistically significant variance between respondents who remain in
active federal service and those who are retired or separated to the level of effectiveness
each group assigned to transformational leadership. The majority of the 196 respondents
in active service (86.8%) agreed that transformational leadership is effective for a
homeland security organization, 11.2% neither agreed or disagreed, and 2% disagreed. Of
the thirty-five respondents who are retired or separated from federal service, 71.4%
agreed, 14.3% neither agreed or disagreed, and 14.3% disagreed that transformational
leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization.
An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between participants
who remain in active federal service and those who are retired or separated. There is a
statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of
transformational leadership between those in active federal service (n = 196, M = 5.71,
SD = 0.98) and those retired or separated from federal service (n = 35, M = 5.20, SD =
1.43); conditions t(39.924), = -2.022, p = -0.050. The null hypothesis that there will not
be significantly disparate ratings between the two samples is rejected for this portion of
Question 26.
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There is a not statistically significant variance between respondents based on
gender (M/F) to the level of effectiveness each group assigned to transformational
leadership. The majority of the 151 male respondents (80.1%) agreed that
transformational leadership is effective for a homeland security organization, 14.6%
neither agreed or disagreed, and 5.3% disagreed. Of the forty-one female respondents
92.7% agreed, 7.3% neither agreed or disagreed, and 0% disagreed that transformational
leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization.
An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare responses between male and
female respondents. There is not a statistically significant difference in the level of
agreement on the effectiveness of the transformational leadership between males (n =
151, M = 5.54, SD = 1.15) and females (n = 41, M = 5.83, SD = 0.7); conditions
t(104.757), = -1.981, p = 0.050 The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly
disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 26.
There is not a statistically significant variance between respondents who have
served at a national-level headquarters unit and those who had not to the level of
effectiveness each group assigned to transformational leadership. The majority of the
seventy-two respondents with HQ experience (83.3%) agreed that transformational
leadership is effective for a homeland security organization, 11.1% neither agreed or
disagreed, and 5.6% disagreed. Similarly, 85% of the 159 respondents without HQ
experience agreed, 11.9% neither agreed or disagreed, and 3.1% disagreed that
transformational leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland
security organization. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare
responses between participants who have HQ experience and those who do not. There is
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not a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement on the effectiveness of
transformational leadership between respondents with HQ experience (n = 72, M = 5.68,
SD = 1.17) and those without HQ experience (n = 159, M = 5.61, SD = 1.03); conditions
t(229), = 0.461, p = 0.645. The null hypothesis that there will not be significantly
disparate ratings between the two samples is accepted for this portion of Question 26.
Examining the effectiveness ratings of autocratic leadership based on categories
of pay grade indicated that the GS 12 and 13 level is most likely to disagree that
autocratic leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization. Of the fifty respondents that identified themselves as GS7-11 eighteen
(36%) either strongly disagreed, disagreed, or somewhat disagreed that autocratic
leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization,
five (10%) neither agreed or disagreed, and twenty-seven (54%) somewhat agreed,
agreed, or strongly agreed. Of the 111 respondents that identified themselves as GS12-13
fifty-six (50.5%) either strongly disagreed, disagreed, or somewhat disagreed that
autocratic leadership is effective for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization, eleven (10%) neither agreed or disagreed, and forty-four (39.6%) somewhat
agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed. Of the seventy respondents that identified themselves
as GS14-15 or SES twenty-three (32.8%) either strongly disagreed, disagreed, or
somewhat disagreed autocratic leadership is effective for the successful operation of a
homeland security organization, ten (14.3%) neither agreed or disagreed, and thirty-seven
(52.9%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed. Figures 54 illustrates how various
pay categories/grades rated the effectiveness of autocratic leadership for a homeland
security organization.
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Figure 54
Respondent Agreement that Autocratic Leadership is Effective: by Grade
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Note. Figure 54 illustrates the extent that respondents classified by pay category/grade
agree that autocratic leadership is effective for a homeland security organization.
Supplemental Analysis: Questions 27 and 28
Question 27 asked respondents to identify the leadership style that is most
prevalent at their current agency from options of 1-Autocratic, 2-Transformational, and
3-Other; Question 28 followed up by asking respondents to rate the effectiveness of the
leadership at their current agency. Examining ratings of effectiveness based on type of
leadership style selected reveals that of the 183 respondents who classified the leadership
style of their current agency as autocratic, ninety-three (50.8%) rated it as not or only
slightly effective, fifty-one (27.9%) as neither effective or ineffective, twenty (10.9%) as
very or extremely effective, and nineteen (10.4%) did not provide a rating.
Of the thirty-seven respondents who classified the leadership style of their current
agency as transformational, three (8%) rated it slightly effective, zero as neither effective
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or ineffective, and thirty-four (92%) as very or extremely effective. Of the eleven
respondents who classified the leadership style of their current agency as other, six
(54.5%) rated it as not or only slightly effective, three (27.2%) as neither effective or
ineffective, and two (18%) as very effective. Figure 55 illustrates respondent rating of the
leadership of their current agency classified by leadership style/model.
Figure 55
Respondent Rating of Current Agency Leadership: by Type
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Note. Figure 55 illustrates how respondents classified the effectiveness of the leadership
style of their current agency.
Examining effectiveness rating of the current agency leadership style by grade
revealed that of the fifty GS-7-11s; nineteen (38%) rated the leadership of their current
agency as either not or slightly effective, fourteen (28%) neither effective or ineffective,
eight (16%) very or extremely effective, and nine (18%) chose not to provide a response.
Of the 111 GS 12-13s; fifty-one (45.9%) rated the leadership of their current agency as
either not or slightly effective, twenty-two (19.8%) neither effective or ineffective, thirty241

two (28.8%) very or extremely effective, and six (5.4%) chose not to provide a response.
Of the seventy GS 14-15 and SES; thirty-two (45.7%) rated the leadership of their current
agency as either not or slightly effective, eighteen (25.7%) neither effective or
ineffective, sixteen (22.9%) very or extremely effective, and four (5.7%) chose not to
provide a response. Figure 56 illustrates how various pay categories/groupings rated the
effectiveness of the leadership model of their current agency.
Figure 56
Respondent Rating of Effectiveness of Current Agency Leadership: by Grade
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Note. Figure 56 illustrates how respondents based on grade classified the effectiveness of
the leadership style of their current agency.
Probing the effectiveness ratings of the leadership style at respondent’s current
agency by supervisory status revealed that of the 150 respondents who identified
themselves as team leaders or non-supervisor; sixty-nine (46%) rated the leadership of
their current agency as either not or slightly effective, thirty-three (22%) neither effective
or ineffective, thirty-three (22%) very or extremely effective, and fifteen (10%) chose not
to provide a response. Of the eighty-one respondents who classified themselves as
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supervisors, managers, or senior leaders; thirty-three (40.7%) rated the leadership of their
current agency as either not or slightly effective, twenty-one (25.9%) neither effective or
ineffective, twenty-three-two (28.3%) very or extremely effective, and four (4.9%) chose
not to provide a response. Figure 57 illustrates how respondents sorted by supervisory
status rated the effectiveness of the leadership model of their current agency.
Figure 57
Respondent Rating of Effectiveness of Current Agency Leadership: by Supervisory Status
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Note. Figure 57 illustrates how respondents based on supervisory status classified the
effectiveness of the leadership style of their current agency.
Supplemental Analysis: Questions 21 and 29
Question 21 asked respondents to what level they agreed with the statement that
appropriate organizational structure is important for the successful operation of a
homeland security organization. Similarly, Question 29 asked respondents to what level
they agreed that the appropriate leadership model is important for the successful
operation of a homeland security organization. Comparing the responses to these
questions may shed light on the level of importance participants placed on each.
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Respondents ranked the importance of each of these concepts very high; but leadership
edged out structure with 187 (81%) respondents indicating that they either agree or
strongly agree with the idea that organizational is important to the success of a homeland
security organization, while 177 (76.62%) classified structure in the same categories.
Figure 58 illustrates the level to which respondents agree that organizational leadership
and structure models are important to the effective operation of a homeland security
organization.
Figure 58
Level of Agreement: Organizational Structure and Leadership are Important
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Note. Figure 58 illustrates the respondent’s level of agreement that the appropriate
organizational structure (Question 21) and leadership model (Question 29) is important
for the successful operation of a homeland security organization.
Supplemental Analysis: Questions 21, 29, and 30
Question 30 asked respondents what extent they agree with the statement that a
homeland security organization’s leadership model should be aligned with its
organizational structure. Question 21asked to what extent respondents agreed with the
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statement that appropriate organizational structure is important for the successful
operation of a homeland security organization. Question 29 asked to what extent
respondents agreed with the statement that appropriate organizational leadership model is
important for the successful operation of a homeland security organization. All responses
were captures on a 7-Point Likert-Type scale of 1-Strongly disagree, 2- Disagree, 3Somewhat disagree, 4-Neither agree or disagree, 5-Somewhat agree, 6-Agree, and 7Strongly agree. Respondents felt strongly that all three concepts are important as the
majority rated all three concepts as agree or strongly agree. Figure 59 illustrates the level
of importance respondents assigned to proper organizational structure, proper leadership
model, and alignment of one to the other for the effective operation of a homeland
security organization.
Figure 59
Level of Agreement: Appropriate Structure, Leadership, and Alignment are Important
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Note. Figure 59 illustrates the level of importance respondents assigned to proper
organizational structure, proper leadership model, and alignment of one to the other for
the effective operation of a homeland security organization.
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Supplemental Analysis: Question 33 Most Appropriate Leadership Model
Question 33 asked respondents to select the most appropriate leadership
style/model for the successful operation of a homeland security organization from the
options of 1-Autocratic, 2-Transformational, and 3-Other. The majority of the 231
respondents (70%) selected transformational leadership in response to this question.
Examining this question by grade status indicated that the majority of participants in the
GS 7-11 selected transformational leadership (60.7%), 27.5% selected autocratic
leadership, and 11.8% selected other. This pattern was largely consistent through the pay
categories as the majority of participants in the GS 12-13 selected transformational
leadership (70.3%), 13.5% selected autocratic leadership, and 16.2% selected other; the
majority of GS 14-15s selected transformational leadership (76.3%), 15.2% selected
autocratic leadership, and 8.5% selected other, and the majority of SES participants
selected transformational leadership (70%), 20% selected autocratic leadership, and 10%
selected other. Likewise, the majority of respondents that identified themselves as nonsupervisors (67.1%) selected transformational leadership, while 18.5% selected
autocratic, and 14.4% selected other. The majority of respondents who identified
themselves as supervisors (75.3%) selected transformational leadership, 14.8% selected
autocratic, and 9.9% selected other. Figure 60 illustrates how respondents, categorized by
grade and supervisory status responded to Question 33.
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Figure 60
Most Appropriate Leadership Model by Grade and Supervisory Status
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Note. Figure 60 illustrates which leadership model/style respondents selected as the most
appropriate for the success of a homeland security organization, sorted by grade and
supervisory status.
Chapter 4 provided detailed data analysis and results based on the responses
received on the HSOLS. It also provided acceptance decisions regarding each of the four
research hypotheses associated with this study. Finally, this chapter provided
supplementary analysis to the research results by organizing and comparing a variety of
the data based on demographic characteristics of the respondents, and by examining
series of questions to one another. Chapter 5 will provide commentary regarding the two
research questions involved in this study and on the overall and supplemental analysis
conducted.
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine organizational structure and leadership
theory as applied to homeland security organizations through a comparative analysis of
the views of homeland security practitioners. This was accomplished through means
ratings analysis, and t-test data analysis comparing two independent groups (supervisors
and non-supervisors) within the sample. Chapters 1 through 3 of this dissertation
included a review of relevant literature, an overview of the study, and a description of the
research methodology used in the analysis. Chapter 4 presented results of the research
findings as related to the research hypotheses and supplemental analysis. Chapter 5 will
present conclusions and discussion regarding the two research questions and additional
findings, limitations and implications of the study, and finally recommendations for the
future.
A review of relevant literature on the subject of organizational structure and
leadership yielded extensive results; but offered little to no specific insight for application
of those theories to a homeland security enterprise, or to other risk-oriented professions.
The literature opines that in practice organizational structure and leadership theory are
inexorably linked, and in order to be successful must be harmonious in application. The
narrative found in the literature also suggests that certain types of structures lend
themselves to certain leadership behaviors, while action by leadership not attuned to the
structure in which it operates can result in a toxic culture. Also supported by the literature
review, but not specifically examined in this study, is the conclusion that organizational
structure and leadership style are also linked to the decision-making process and can have
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a direct correlation to its success. How organizational structure and leadership theory
apply in the context of a homeland security organization was explored by two research
questions, each with two supporting hypotheses:
R1: What type of organizational structure is best suited for homeland security
organizations?
H1: Organizational structures impact the performance of a homeland security
organization. The data supported acceptance of R 1H1
H2: Adaptive and flexible organizational structures are more effective than
rigid structures for homeland security organizations. The data did not
support acceptance of R1H2
R2: What leadership style is most appropriate for homeland security
organizations?
H1: Leadership style does impact the performance of a homeland security
organization. The data supported acceptance of R 2H1
H2: Traits associated with transformational leadership style are more
appropriate for homeland security organizations. The data supported
acceptance of R2H2
Data for the study was gathered using a unique survey, the Homeland Security
Organizational Structure and Leadership Survey (HSOLS), designed and validated by
this author as described in Chapter 3 (see Appendix B). The survey consisted of thirtythree close-ended questions and utilized 5-Point Likert-Scales, 7-Point Likert-Type
scales, forced option selection, and two free write text boxes to gather data. To execute
and maintain the anonymity of the survey, representatives from the Federal Law
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Enforcement Officers Association (FLEOA) emailed an invitation to participate in the
HSOLS to the 1,100 members of FLEOA Chapter 14 geographically located in South
Florida. As noted in Chapter 3, participants were emailed by a third party (FLEOA), and
the email addresses and identities of participants were unknown to this researcher. After
being live for twenty-seven days the link to the instrument was disabled, by which time
231 of the 1,100 sample group members (21%) provided complete responses to the
HSOLS. When the link was disabled, the survey had been viewed 716 times, 286participants began the survey, and 231-participants completed all sections of the HSOLS
indicating a completion rate of 80.77%.
Conclusions
Research Question 1
The first research question of the study was, “What type of organizational
structure is best suited for homeland security organizations?” Research question one was
evaluated by two hypotheses, H1: Organizational structures impact the performance of a
homeland security organization, and H2: Adaptive and flexible organizational structures
are more effective than rigid structures for homeland security organizations. As noted in
Chapter 4, R1H1 was supported by a preponderance of the data while R 1H2 was not.
The HSOLS specifically solicited respondents for their view of five types of
commonly recognized organizational structures: 1) Bureaucratic, 2) Open System, 3)
Hierarchical Command Structure, 4) Decentralized Command Structure, and 5) Incident
Command Structure (ICS) as defined in NIMS and as offered as part of the survey
instrument. The HSOLS also provided write-in options for three questions and a freewrite text box for respondents to provide additional information regarding organizational
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structure. A large majority of respondents indicated being moderately, very, or extremely
familiar with the Bureaucratic Model (87.8%), Hierarchical (95.3%) and Decentralized
Command Structures (85.7%), and ICS (72.7%); while the majority of respondents
(67.1%) reported slight or no familiarity with the Open System Model (see Figure 19).
Although the majority of respondents (86.2%) somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly
agreed that organizational structure is important, a single structure was not clearly
identified as being most suitable for homeland security organizations.
The majority of HSOLS respondents somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed
that Hierarchical Command Structures, Decentralized Command Structure, and ICS are
all effective organizational structures for homeland security organizations. Although the
bulk (83.98%) of respondents agreed that decentralized command structures were
effective, compared with 66.23% of respondents who agreed that hierarchical command
structures and ICS are effective, in light of other data discussed below the results are too
divisive to select a clear frontrunner. Based on the literature review of these three
structures, only Decentralized Command can be truly classified as flexible and adaptive,
as Hierarchical Command Structures and ICS are thought to be more rigid, top-down, and
closed; in fact, much of the criticism levied against ICS found in the literature review
revolve around what many consider its bureaucratic, top-down, and inflexible nature.
Moreover, several of the traits commonly associated with hierarchical and decentralized
command stand in opposition to each other. Notably, 55.4% and 50.6% of respondents
agreed or strongly agreed that Decentralized Command Structures and ICS respectively
are effective, while only fifty-five (23.8%) agreed or strongly agreed that Hierarchical
Command Structures are effective. Echoing the general effectiveness ratings for the
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various organizational structures are the ratings respondents gave the structures of their
current agencies as those with decentralized command structures were rated effective by
95% of the respondents, while those with hierarchical command structures were only
rated as effective by 30.1% of the respondents who reported working in these types of
structures. Perhaps shedding light on the FEVS results discussed in Chapter 1, only 9% of
respondents classified their current organizations as decentralized (and therefore
effective) while 87% classified their current organization as either hierarchical or
bureaucratic (see Figure 21).
Efforts to select the single most appropriate organizational structure are
confounded by the results in which majority of respondents answered that homeland
security organizations should use both decentralized and hierarchical structures which
suggests that settling on a single organizational structure may not be possible. One
captivating result is that the majority of respondents based their selection of the most
appropriate organizational structure on the classification of operation executed (routine
vs. emergency) with 63.2% selecting decentralized command as most effective during
routine operations, and 75.3% selecting ICS or hierarchical command as most effective
during emergency operations. Similarly, the majority of respondents (74%) either
somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that homeland security organizations should
utilize hierarchical command structures, and 77.1% either somewhat agreed, agreed, or
strongly agreed that homeland security organizations should utilize decentralized
command structures. Furthermore, only 33% of respondents selected the same
organizational structure as most effective for both routine and emergency operations;
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thirty-eight (49%) selected decentralized command and twenty-five (32%) selected
hierarchical command as most effective for both classifications of operation.
The data from several of the HSOLS questions related to organizational structure
were given additional scrutiny by comparing responses from various demographic
categories that included 1) Veteran status, 2) Non-federal homeland security experience,
3) Employment status, 4) Gender, and 5) HQ experience. Generally, the responses
remained consistent through all demographic groups; noteworthy exceptions are the
variance in the level of agreement that hierarchical command structures are effective for
homeland security organizations between military veterans (77.8%) and non-veterans
(68.8%), and respondents with prior experience (77.7%) and those without (67.5%).
There was virtually no difference in agreement that hierarchical and decentralized
command structures are both appropriate for homeland security organizations between
the referenced demographic categories (see Figures 49 and 50).
The written comments regarding organizational structure provided by sixty-one of
the respondents help to enlighten the above results and add some clarity to the question of
which organizational structure is most appropriate for a homeland security organization.
(Appendix J contains a report of all written comments received) A common theme in the
written responses was that a combination of the best elements of the organizational
structures examined, and/or a flexible adaptation of structure balanced with the totality of
the situation would provide the best option. An adaptable approach to organizational
structure seems consistent with the viewpoint expressed by the majority of respondents
(67%) who selected different structures as most effective based on the type of operation
being executed. Fifteen (39.4%) of the respondents who commented on a specific
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organizational structure endorsed the benefits of the combination or flexible approach.
Some commenters noted that type of organization, or organizational level (HQ versus
field) should dictate the structure employed. The written responses advocating for
combination or flexible models of organizational structure strengthen the conclusion
based on the data collected from forced option questions that point to the effectiveness of
multiple diverse structures and contrasting types of structure based on type of operation
(routine vs. emergency).
While the HSOLS results indicating that multiple forms of opposing
organizational structure are effective for homeland security organizations may seem
counterintuitive; they are supported by analysis of the literature and theory. Harrald
(2006) notes that a balance of agility and discipline are necessary for the successful
management of emergency response operations. Wise (2006) champions the use of
adaptive management models which provide the flexible foundation and agility necessary
for effective response to emergency situations. Hillyard (2002) advocates for the
empowerment of front-line personnel at the local level (decentralization) as opposed to a
more militaristic top-down (hierarchical) command structure when managing emergency
operations. Finally, as noted by Harrald (2006), the organizational and emergency
management literature contain three general themes: 1) there is a trade-off required
between command and control, and broad coordination, 2) responding to emergent
situations requires adaptation, creativity, and improvisation combined with efficient and
rapid execution of services, and 3) interoperability is required from diverse organizations
often absorbing thousands of volunteers and emergent organizations (p. 257).
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These findings lead to a conclusion by this author that a combination or flexible
approach to organizational structure may be the most appropriate for a homeland security
organization whose mission is focused on emergency services. One may also conclude
that decentralized command structures are most appropriate for routine operations and
that hierarchical command structures like ICS are most appropriate for emergency
operations.
Research Question 2
The second research question of the study was, “What leadership style is most
appropriate for homeland security organizations?” Research question two was examined
by two hypotheses, H1: Leadership style does impact the performance of a homeland
security organization., and H2: Traits associated with transformational leadership style are
more appropriate for homeland security organizations. As noted in Chapter 4, both R 2H1
and R2H2 were supported by a preponderance of the data.
The HSOLS specifically queried respondents for their view of two types of
commonly recognized leadership models: 1) Autocratic, and 2) Transformational. The
HSOLS also provided write-in options for two questions in this section and a free-write
text box for respondents to provide additional information regarding leadership models.
The majority of respondents indicated being familiar with both models; but were most
familiar with autocratic leadership (see Figure 27), and a majority of respondents (88.7%)
agreed that leadership is important to the success of a homeland security organization.
Nearly 47% of respondents agreed that autocratic leadership is effective for homeland
security organizations while 84.5% agreed that Transformational leadership is effective.
Similar to the results from the section on organizational structure, the negative FEVS
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results underscored in Chapter 1 may be reflected in the data that the majority of
respondents (79.2%) indicated that autocratic leadership is most prevalent at their current
agency, with 40.26% classifying the effectiveness of their organization’s leadership as
either not at all or slightly effective, with an additional 22.1% indicating it is neither
effective or ineffective.
The data from several of the HSOLS questions related to leadership were given
additional scrutiny by comparing responses from various demographic categories that
included 1) Veteran status, 2) Non-federal homeland security experience, 3) Employment
status, 4) Gender, and 5) HQ experience. Overall, the responses remained consistent
through all demographic groups; noteworthy exceptions were found in the level of
agreement that autocratic leadership is effective for homeland security organizations as
military veterans (48.9%) were more likely to agree with its effectiveness than nonveterans (43.7%), males (47.7%) more likely to agree than females (39%), and
respondents with HQ experience (52.8%) more likely to agree than those without
(44.1%). There was virtually no difference in agreement that transformational leadership
is effective for homeland security organizations between the referenced demographic
categories; the group least likely to agree was retirees (71.4% agreed) while females
(92.7%) were most likely to agree, with all other demographics falling in the eighty
percent range (see Figure 53). Examining the level of agreement that autocratic
leadership is effective by grade found that 39.6% of GS12 and GS13s agreed that it is
effective, while 52.9% of GS-14, GS-15, and SES agreed. One may conclude that retirees
were least likely to disagree with the effectiveness of transformational leadership due to
the fact that it is a relatively new concept, and many may not be well versed in it. The
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data collected on the HSOLS; however, may not support that hypothesis as the reported
level of familiarity active respondents showed with transformational leadership (51%
very or extremely familiar, and 23.5% not at all or slightly familiar) was only slightly
higher than that of retirees (45.7% very or extremely familiar, and 28.6% not at all or
slightly familiar).
Strikingly, of the 183 respondents who classified the leadership style of their
current agency as autocratic, only 10.9% rated it as very or extremely effective, 27.9% as
neither effective or ineffective, and 50.8% as ineffective. There was virtually no
difference in the effectiveness ratings of current agency leadership when examined by
grade or supervisory status. Overall, 69.7% of respondents selected transformational as
the most appropriate leadership model for a homeland security organization, while 17.3%
selected autocratic leadership, and 13% selected the ‘other’ option and provided a write
in response. The majority of the write in selections fell into two categories of 1)
Combination/blended/mix 14-respondents, and 2) Situational/flexible 8-respondents.
The general written comments provided by seventy respondents at the end of
HSOLS Section III regarding leadership provides additional insight to the above results
and to the question of which leadership model is most appropriate for homeland security
organizations. (See Appendix K for a report of all written comments received regarding
leadership). Consistent with the write in comments regarding organizational structure, a
common theme in the written responses regarding leadership is that a combination of the
best elements of the various leadership models examined, and/or a flexible adaptation of
leadership balanced with the totality of the situation would provide the best solution for
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homeland security organizations. Twenty-three (58.97%) of the respondents who
commented on leadership endorsed the benefits of the combination or flexible approach.
The conclusions developed regarding an agile and flexible leadership model align
with much of the literature and theory on the topic. A common definition of
transformational leadership holds that a leader should modify or transform their style to
match behavior to that of their followers or a given situation (Lord, et al, 2017).
Additionally, contingency and situational leadership models consider the environment,
task, and traits of both the leader and the follower when deciding on the proper leadership
approach. Fielder and Chemers (1984) note that contingency leadership matches leader
behavior to the situation faced. Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson (2001) indicate that
situational leadership concentrates and aligns with the maturity of the workforce.
These findings lead to a conclusion by this researcher that a transformational
leadership model rooted in a flexible approach based on the situation is the most
appropriate leadership model for a homeland security organization.
Additional Findings – ICS/NIMS
A segment of the data that bears additional discussion centers around responses to
questions involving the Incident Command System (ICS) as specified in the National
Incident Management System (NIMS). Bearing in mind that implementation of NIMS
and ICS for incident management is a national effort being directed by DHS and FEMA,
it is perhaps surprising that only 42.8% of the respondents to the HSOLS reported being
either very or extremely familiar with ICS. This issue is perhaps underscored by the fact
that there was essentially no difference in familiarity rates between non-DHS respondents
(40.7%), DHS respondents (45.45%), all respondents (42.86%), and those that did not
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identify their current organization (41.3%). While there appears to be slightly higher
familiarity levels with respondents of higher grade or management levels, the data
indicates that time in federal service had the greatest impact on increased familiarity.
Perhaps solace can be found in the fact that 66.2% of respondents agreed that ICS is
effective, 29.9% were undecided, and only 3.9% disagreed with the effectiveness of this
national initiative put into place to assuage many of the command failings of past
emergency responses.
Additional Findings – Alignment of Organizational Structure and Leadership
Model
As previously discussed, the literature opines that organizational structure and
leadership model should be aligned, and not surprisingly 82.7% of HSOLS respondents
agreed with that notion. The majority of respondents agreed that transformational
leadership properly aligns to four of the five of the structures examined by the HSOLS;
1) Open systems model, 2) ICS, and both 3) Hierarchical command structures and 4)
Decentralized command structures. On the other hand, the majority of respondents agreed
that autocratic leadership correctly aligns to only the bureaucratic model and hierarchical
command structures, while a narrow majority (71%) also agreed that it aligns to ICS; this
while a large majority disagreed that it correctly aligns to decentralized command
structures (see Figure 34). These results indicate that transformational leadership aligns to
the majority of structures examined and thus strengthens the conclusion that
transformational leadership is the most appropriate leadership model for emergency
focused homeland security organizations. HSOLS respondents overwhelmingly agree
that both organizational structure and leadership are important for the successful

259

operation of a homeland security organization, with leadership coming out on top as 81%
either agreed or strongly agreed that it is important while 76.62% agreed that
organizational structure is important.
In reexamining the two research questions posed by this study, it can be deduced
that a combination or flexible approach to organizational structure is the most appropriate
for a homeland security organization and that organizational structure should be aligned
to the type of operation being conducted. Furthermore, it can be concluded that a
transformational leadership model rooted in a flexible approach based on the situation is
the most appropriate leadership model for a homeland security organization. This study
does have weaknesses and limitations that open the door for future research to examine
the gaps and fresh concepts exposed by this study.
Limitations
This study collected primary data regarding the various theories of organizational
structure and leadership models as viewed through the lens of homeland security
practitioners. The data, however, was collected from a group of personnel associated with
the South Florida Chapter of FLEOA, and therefore represented data from only one
region of the country. That being acknowledged, the demographics reported by the
respondents indicate that they have exceptional federal careers and diversity in
background as the 231 respondents reported work experience with over fifty-four federal
organizations, span the federal pay grades and levels of supervisory status, over 58% are
military veterans, over 31% have worked at a national level headquarters unit, over 64%
have served as a member of a state/county/local/tribal law enforcement, firefighting,
emergency management agencies, or emergency medical response organization, and
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finally the average respondent has between eleven and fourteen years of federal service
and between sixteen and twenty years in their professional careers.
The survey also suffers from a small response rate of 21%, which was not
unexpected or outside the norm for this type of sample. Leedy and Ormrod (2019) note
that response rates for emailed questionnaires it lower than the typical response rate of
less than fifty percent received from those that are mailed. SurveyAnyplace (2021) notes
that a simplistic average response rate for surveys is 33%. In a broadcast email message
sent to the department on January 06, 2022, DHS Deputy Secretary Tien reported that
17.5% of DHS employees responded to a recent organizational pulse survey, noting that
the response rate is “right around the government-wide average” (page 1). Additionally,
Pam Coleman, Associate Director of Performance and Personnel Management with the
Office of Management and Budget, on February 24, 2022, reported that the second round
of pulse surveys (referenced by D/Secretary Tien) received a government wide response
rate of 19% which was up from the 17.4% response rate that the survey received from its
previous launch in October of 2021. The less-than-ideal response rate may influence the
reliability of the findings, the generalizability of the results, and the ability to apply the
results broadly across the spectrum of homeland security organizations. As the sample
were all members of FLEOA, which primarily consists of federal law enforcement
officers, personnel from other professional fields and organizations, such as FEMA
employees and mission support specialists, were likely underrepresented in the sample.
An additional limitation to the data analysis portion of this research, and therefore
to the conclusions that may be drawn from it, is that multivariate analysis was not
conducted. According to Babbie (2021) multivariate analysis is the process of examining
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the associations between several variables. Multivariate analysis would allow conclusions
to be drawn from the impact of several independent variables on a single dependent
variable; thus, providing a deeper understanding of the results. Multivariate analysis
could also provide for a control to allow the data to me more generalizable to other
populations.
Furthermore, the majority of data in this research was examined and presented in
the aggregate. As stated in Chapter 3, the demographic collection section of the HSOLS
was largely mirrored of that of the FEVS in an effort to ease the response burden on
participants – the presumption being that the majority of the respondents would have
completed the FEVS multiple times and been familiar with the methodology and more
comfortable providing responses. Expanding the demographic collection to include
additional items such as job series and time in supervisory status, as well as additional
data that was collected by the HSOLS such as time in grade, to conduct analysis may
have shed additional light on the manner in which various demographic categories view
the topics examined in this dissertation.
In addition to examining data in its totality from an aggregate standpoint, this
study was largely silent on mission focus as viewed through the lens of front-line units or
organizations, and those with a headquarters, administrative, or mission support units and
operations. While data was collected in response to broad inquiries between “routine and
emergency” operations there was no mention of function by operational and support
roles. Furthermore, this study did not delve into the differences between strategic and
tactical operations, nor did it control for the type of problem considered; that is , for
example, optimal organizational structure and effective leadership style can be expected
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to vary between wicked and tame problems. Many respondents to the HSOLS, especially
during the expert review and pilot populations, utilized the free-write text boxes to note
that they were not sure in what operational context they were to consider the various
organizational structures and leadership models.
Finally, a topic that is often debated both in the literature and around the watercooler is the differentiation between management and leadership, and managers and
leaders. One common axiom (often attributed to Admiral Grace Hooper) is that ‘you
manage things, you lead people,’ another that you ‘manage up and lead down.’
Operationalizing and then statistically controlling for possible interactions between
management and leadership may be an important step and would enhance the value of
this work.
Implications
The limitations of this study notwithstanding, the results have made a significant
contribution to the body of work by specifically soliciting the viewpoints of homeland
security practitioners regarding the application of organizational structure and leadership
theory to homeland security organizations. While the generalizability of the data is
limited, the responses from the diverse population who responded were largely consistent
in nature and across demographic categories. The field of homeland security, and the
academic literature associated with it are still in their adolescence and the results of this
study may help guide homeland security leaders as they continue to mature the structures
and cultures of their organizations. As the respondents also represent organizations
outside of DHS, such as the ATF, DEA, and FBI, and the majority have experience at the
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state/local/tribal level, the results of this study may also contribute to the fields of
criminal justice and organizational leadership writ large.
Viewed through the lenses of personal and professional development, completion
of this research project and dissertation were an incredibly rewarding and enlightening
experience for me. Having served as a member and executive of DHS for nearly twentyyears and with over thirty-five years in homeland security, law enforcement and military
experience, this exercise has broadened my understanding of organizational structure and
leadership and has opened my eyes to fresh applications of existing theories.
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Recommendations and Future Research
This research project was completed by analyzing data collected from one region
of the country, the South Florida Chapter of FLEOA. The small sample size, nature of the
sample, geographic restriction, and low response rates are factors that limit broader
generalizations of the results.
Future studies should expand the sample size in volume, geographic location, and
composition. The use of representative sampling, versus the convenience sample used in
this study, could also help stratify results. Specific targeting of non-law enforcement
organizations with homeland security missions would also broaden the applicability of
the results. Additionally, including mission support personnel, and personnel assigned to
non-operational units and duties would enhance perspective. Future research should
include multivariate analysis, and expansion of the demographic section to take a deeper
dive into how concepts are viewed by various categories of respondent to enhance and
better inform conclusions. Inclusion of organizations that frequently partner with DHS,
such as state and local organizations, non-governmental organizations, and private sector
organizations should be considered by future researchers to provide ‘outside’ perspective
to the results. Finally, future research should examine how members of different
generations (i.e., World War II v. Millennials) view the concepts of organizational
structure and leadership theory as applied to homeland security organizations.
Improvements to the HSOLS may also help shape future results. As noted in
Chapter 4, over fifty individuals began the survey but did not complete it despite
unlimited opportunities to do so during the response period and a reminder email being
sent; survey design and depth of the demographic section may have had a negative
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impact to the completion rate. As the majority of respondents to the HSOLS had minimal
familiarity with the open system model of organizational structure, it might be wise to
remove this item from consideration on future surveys, replacing it with the concept of a
flexible structure based on operational environment in accordance with write in
comments from HSOLS respondents. Likewise, situational or flexible leadership models,
which were frequently commented on by HSOLS respondents could be added to the
leadership section of the survey.
A separate study should be developed to see how decision making in the
homeland security space occurs, which theories are most important, and which
organizational structures and leadership models best enhance the decision-making
process.
These conclusions are less than complete and future research should seek to
examine if there is a solitary approach to organizational structure and leadership that can
be adopted, or if different solutions are necessary when considering the vast diversity
withing the homeland security enterprise and DHS, and specific elements such as
headquarters units versus field units, sub-elements such as mission support versus
frontline, and type of operation performed such as routine versus emergency.
DHS has often been criticized by both external and internal bodies for its
application of organizational structure and leadership during both routine and emergency
operations. This research effort sought to inform and motivate the discussion regarding
organizational structure and leadership as applied to homeland security organizations by
considering the viewpoints of practitioners in the field. While its conclusions are
narrowly focused it contributes to the academic body of work on the topic and may shed
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light on root causes for the negative results reported early in this dissertation. Eyeopening to this researcher is that nearly 68% of HSOLS respondents rated the
organizational structure and leadership models of their current agency as neither effective
or ineffective, slightly effective, or not at all effective. Homeland security leaders should
endeavor to do better.
The homeland security enterprise of the United States has a broad mission to
serve as an aegis for the American people from a wide spectrum of threats that include
terrorism, natural disasters, transnational criminal organizations, and cyber warfare. The
personnel who voluntarily serve within DHS deserve the very best from their
organizations and their leaders; the very success of the enterprise may in fact hinge on
these factors.
It can be deduced from the results of this study that a combination or flexible
approach to organizational structure is the most appropriate for a homeland security
organization and that organizational structure should be aligned to the type of operation
being conducted. Furthermore, it can be concluded that a transformational leadership
model rooted in a flexible approach based on the situation is the most appropriate
leadership model for a homeland security organization. While many questions remain
unanswered, perhaps the results of this project will inform homeland security leaders and
inspire future researchers to continue this important work.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Introduction Letter to Participants

September 15, 2021
Good day:
My name is Lowell Dimoff, I am a doctoral candidate at Saint John’s University’s Lesley
H. and William L. Collins College of Professional Studies: Criminal Justice, Legal
Studies and Homeland Security Division. I am also a law enforcement officer within
DHS. I am requesting your assistance and participation in a research project (on-line
survey) as part of my doctoral dissertation.
I am conducting a study to evaluate the most effective type(s) of organizational structure
and leadership style for a homeland security organization. I am hopeful that the results of
this research, informed by homeland security and law enforcement practitioners such as
yourself, will help homeland security leaders posture their organizations in the best
possible manner to respond to emergency situations and accomplish their missions.
The amount of time, effort, and resources involved in your participation will be minimal.
If you agree to participate, please click on the QuestionPro © link below and complete the
survey. The survey consists of 33-questions that require radio button responses, optional
free-write text boxes are provided throughout the questionnaire if you wish to elaborate
on any element of the survey. It is anticipated that the survey will take no longer than 15
minutes to complete. The survey is anonymous, you will not be asked to furnish any
biographical data that can identify you, and I will not be provided with your personal
identifiable information or email address.
All data collected for this dissertation will be used only for the purposes of the research
phase of the dissertation, which may culminate in publications and or presentations. The
data collected from this survey will be collected anonymously and analyzed in the
aggregate. It is not being conducted or sponsored by any government agency. Your
participation is purely voluntary; however, it would be greatly appreciated and considered
a valuable contribution to this research project.
It is my sincere hope that the information gained from this research will help homeland
security agencies and professionals achieve their mission to protect this great country and
her citizens, and that it will help improve morale and quality of life for employees of
these organizations.
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I thank you in advance for considering this request and hope you agree to participate in
this research project by clicking the link below. If there is anything about the study or
your participation that is unclear or that you do not understand, if you have questions or
wish to report a research-related problem, you may contact me at 917-279-1337,
Lowell.Dimoff18@my.stjohns.edu or my faculty sponsor, Doctor Keith Cozine, at 718990-1852, cozinek@stjohns.edu. For questions about your rights as a research
participant, you may contact the University’s Institutional Review Board, St. John’s
University, Dr. Raymond DiGiuseppe, Chair digiuser@stjohns.edu 718-990-1955 or
Marie Nitopi, IRB Coordinator, nitopim@stjohns.edu 718-990-1440.
I would also like to thank FLEOA, and Chapter 14 Interim President Chris Durant, and
former President Bill Beller for supporting this effort and sending this solicitation to its
members.
Please click the following link or cut and paste this address into your web browser to
complete the survey: https://hsols.questionpro.com.
Stay safe!
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Appendix B: Homeland Security Organizational Structure
and Leadership Survey (HSOLS) Final Version
INTRODUCTION:
You are invited to participate in a survey designed to identify the most effective
organizational structure(s) and leadership model(s) to ensure the success of a homeland
security organization.
This survey consists of 33 questions and will take approximately 15-minutes to
complete. Throughout the survey you will find text boxes; feel free to explain, clarify, or
qualify your responses, and to add options not specifically presented in the questionnaire.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary.
There are no foreseeable risks associated with this project. However, if you feel
uncomfortable answering any questions, you can withdraw from the survey at any point.
Your survey responses will be strictly anonymous and confidential, and all data from this
research will be reported only in the aggregate. Although this dissertation may result in
either publications or presentations, your responses will be coded and will remain
confidential.
If there is anything about the study or your participation that is unclear or that you
do not understand, if you have questions or wish to report a research-related problem, you
may contact me at 917-279-1337, Lowell.Dimoff18@my.stjohns.edu or my faculty
sponsor, Doctor Keith Cozine, at 718-990-1852, cozinek@stjohns.edu. For questions
about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the University’s Institutional
Review Board, St. John’s University, Dr. Raymond DiGiuseppe,
Chair digiuser@stjohns.edu 718-990-1955 or Marie Nitopi, IRB
Coordinator, nitopim@stjohns.edu 718-990-1440.
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Please start with the survey now by clicking on the Continue button below and
continue until you reach the "Thank you for completing this survey" banner.
SECTION I: The first fourteen questions are designed to capture information
regarding your current assignment and professional background.
1) Which of the following agencies are you currently assigned to? (If retired or
separated, please list the organization you last served with)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Border Patrol
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms &amp; Explosives
Coast Guard Investigative Service
Customs and Border Protection
Department of Defense (DCIS, NCIS, USAF-OSI, MP)
Diplomatic Security Service
Drug Enforcement Agency
Federal Air Marshal Service
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Federal Protective Service
Fish and Wildlife Service
Forest Service
Immigration &amp; Customs Enforcement
Internal Revenue Service
Office of Inspector General (Please specify which OIG in the other comment
below)
Transportation Security Administration
US Attorney’s Office - CI
US Marshal Service
US Mint Police
US Park Police
US Postal Inspection Service
US Secret Service
Prefer not to answer
Other __________

2) How long have you served with your current agency? (If retired or separated, please
list how long you served with the organization you separated from)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 14 years
15 to 20 years
More than 20 years
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3) How long have you been with the Federal Government (excluding military service)?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 14 years
15 to 20 years
More than 20 years

4) Have you worked for another Federal Agency (other than your current agency)?
o Yes
o No
If you answered yes to Question 4 please list other agencies you have worked for
in the space below.

5) What is your current pay category/grade? (If retired or separated, please list the
highest grade achieved)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

GS 1-6 (or equivalent)
GS 7-9 (or equivalent)
GS 10 (or equivalent)
GS 11 (or equivalent)
GS 12 (or equivalent)
GS 13 (or equivalent)
GS 14 (or equivalent)
GS 15 (or equivalent)
Senior Executive Service
Other __________

6) How long have you served in your current pay category/grade? (If retired or
separated, please list how long you served in the highest pay category/grade you
achieved)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 14 years
15 to 20 years
More than 20 years
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7) Which best describes the total years of service in your professional career?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
16 to 20 years
21 to 25 years
26 to 30 years
More than 31 years

8) Are you retired or separated from federal government service?
o Yes
o No
9) What is your gender?
o Male
o Female
o Prefer to not respond.
10) Are you a veteran of the armed forces of the United States?
o Yes
o No
If you answered yes to the above question regarding military service, please indicate
all branches in which you served?
o
o
o
o
o

Army
Navy
Marine Corps
Air Force
Coast Guard

11) What is the highest level of education you have completed?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than High School
High School Diploma/GED or equivalent
Trade or Technical Certificate
Some College (no degree)
Associate&#39;s Degree
Bachelor&#39;s Degree
Masters Degree
Doctoral/Professional Degree (e.g. Ph.D., MD, JD)
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12) Have you served in a headquarters unit at the national level?
o Yes
o No
13) What is your supervisory status? (If retired or separated, please list your supervisory
status at time of separation)
o
o
o
o
o
o

Senior Leader
Manager
Supervisor
Team Leader
Non-Supervisor
N/A

14) Have you served as a member of a state/county/local/tribal law enforcement,
firefighting, emergency management agency, or emergency medical response
organization?
o Yes
o No
SECTION II: The following ten questions are regarding organizational structure.
Please consider the following definitions when providing your response:
Homeland Security Organization: A governmental agency that has the responsibility to
lead, manage, and coordinate multi-jurisdictional emergency response operations.
Organizational Structure: The formal apparatus through which organizations accomplish
the division of labor, and the coordination of work (Scott, 1992).
Bureaucratic Model: Focused on division of work, efficiency, productivity, and control.
Can be rapidly implemented and holds that there is one right way to do a task
(Organization Communication Channel, 2018).
Open System Model: Described as flat organizations, this model lacks formal
organizational structures in favor of loose boundaries. Looks for the best method of task
completion (Ibid).
Hierarchical Command Structure: Top-Down rigid structures focused on leadership
authority and roles (Hillyard, 2002).
Decentralized Command Structure: Characterized by pushing decision making authority
to the lowest level, often in the field where work is being performed (Ibid).
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National Incident Command Structure: Incident Command Structures outlined by
DHS/FEMA in the National Incident Management System; places a single commander or
unified command staff in overall control of operations.
NOTE: If you are retired or separated, please use the agency you separated from as your
"current agency" as applicable.
15) How familiar are you with the following types of organizational structures?

Bureaucratic model
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command
Structure
Decentralized Command
Structure
National Incident Command
Structure

Not at all
familiar
❏
❏
❏

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
familiar
familiar
familiar familiar
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

16) To what extent do you agree that the following types of organizational structures are
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization?
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly
disagree
disagree agree or
agree
agree
disagree
Bureaucratic model
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Open System
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Hierarchical
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
Decentralized
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
National Incident
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure

17) Which of the following organizational structures best describes the structure of your
current agency?
o
o
o
o
o

Bureaucratic
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command Structure
Decentralized Command Structure
Other __________
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18) How would you rate the effectiveness of the organizational structure of your current
agency?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Not at all effective
Slightly effective
Neither effective or ineffective
Very effective
Extremely effective
Prefer not to answer

19) During routine operations, which of the following organizational structures do you
believe is most effective?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Bureaucratic
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command Structure
Decentralized Command Structure
National Incident Command Structure
Other __________

20) During emergency operations, which of the following organizational structures do
you believe is most effective?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Bureaucratic
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command Structure
Decentralized Command Structure
National Incident Command Structure
Other __________

21) To what extent do you agree with the statement that appropriate organizational
structure is important for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
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22) To what extent do you agree with the statement that homeland security organizations
should utilize a hierarchical command structure?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree

23) To what extent do you agree with the statement that homeland security organizations
should utilize a decentralized command structure?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree

24) To what extent do you agree with the statement that the command structure defined in
the National Incident Management System (ICS) is effective?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree

Please use the following space to elaborate on any of your responses, or to provide
additional insight regarding Section II and Organizational Structure.
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SECTION III: The following nine questions are regarding leadership models/styles.
Please consider the following definitions when providing your response:
Homeland Security Organization: A governmental agency that has the responsibility to
lead, manage, and coordinate multi-jurisdictional emergency response operations.
Leadership Model/Style: Method used to influence, motivate, and enable others to
achieve a common goal or objective and contribute to the success of an organization
(Urh, 2017).
Autocratic Leadership: Characterized by practices that tend to centralize power,
authority, and decision making (Caillier, 2020). Leaders enforce policy, and subordinates
are expected to follow direction as given.
Transformational Leadership: Leaders modify or transform their behavior to align to that
of the follower in a given situation in order to motivate and inspire, and ultimately
increase performance and outcome (Lord, et al, 2017).
NOTE: If you are retired or separated, please use the agency you separated from as your
'current agency' as applicable.
25) How familiar are you with the following leadership models/styles?

Autocratic Leadership
Transformational
Leadership

Not at all
familiar
❏
❏

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
familiar
familiar
familiar familiar
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

26) To what extent do you agree that the following types of leadership models are
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization?

Autocratic
Leadership
Transformational
Leadership

Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly
disagree
disagree agree or agree
agree
disagree
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

27) Which of the following leadership styles is most prevalent at your current agency?
o Autocratic Leadership
o Transformational Leadership
o Other __________
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28) How would you rate the effectiveness of the leadership style of your current agency?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Not at all effective
Slightly effective
Neither effective or ineffective
Very effective
Extremely effective
Prefer not to answer

29) To what extent do you agree with the statement that the appropriate organizational
leadership model is important for the effective operation of a homeland security
organization?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree

30) To what extent do you agree with the statement that a homeland security
organization&#39;s leadership model should be aligned with its organizational
structure?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
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31) To what extent do you agree with the statement that a transformational leadership
model correctly aligns with the following organizational structure?
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly
disagree
disagree agree or
agree
agree
disagree
Bureaucratic model
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Open System
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Hierarchical
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
Decentralized
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
National Incident
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure

32) To what extent do you agree with the statement that an autocratic leadership model
correctly aligns with the following organizational structure?
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly
disagree
disagree agree or
agree
agree
disagree
Bureaucratic model
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Open System
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Hierarchical
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
Decentralized
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
National Incident
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure

33) Which of the following leadership styles is most appropriate for the successful
operation of a homeland security organization?
o Autocratic Leadership
o Transformational Leadership
o Other __________
Please use the following space to elaborate on any of your responses, or to provide
additional insight regarding Section III and Leadership Models/Style.
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Appendix C: HSOLS Version-1 (SME Panel Version)
INTRODUCTION:
You are invited to participate in a survey designed to identify the most effective
organizational structure(s) and leadership model(s) to ensure the success of a homeland
security organization.
This survey consists of 34 questions and will take approximately 30-minutes to
complete. Throughout the survey you will find text boxes; feel free to explain, clarify, or
qualify your responses, and to add options not specifically presented in the questionnaire.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary.
There are no foreseeable risks associated with this project. However, if you feel
uncomfortable answering any questions, you can withdraw from the survey at any point.
Your survey responses will be strictly anonymous and confidential, and all data from this
research will be reported only in the aggregate. Although this dissertation may result in
either publications or presentations, your responses will be coded and will remain
confidential.
If there is anything about the study or your participation that is unclear or that you
do not understand, if you have questions or wish to report a research-related problem, you
may contact me at 917-279-1337, Lowell.Dimoff18@my.stjohns.edu or my faculty
sponsor, Doctor Keith Cozine, at 718-990-1852, cozinek@stjohns.edu. For questions
about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the University’s Institutional
Review Board, St. John’s University, Dr. Raymond DiGiuseppe,
Chair digiuser@stjohns.edu 718-990-1955 or Marie Nitopi, IRB
Coordinator, nitopim@stjohns.edu 718-990-1440.
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Please start with the survey now by clicking on the Continue button below and
continue until you reach the "Thank you for completing this survey" banner.
SECTION I: The first fourteen questions are designed to capture information
regarding your current assignment and professional background.
1) Which of the following agencies are you currently assigned to? (If retired or
separated, please list the organization you last served with)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Border Patrol
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms &amp; Explosives
Coast Guard Investigative Service
Customs and Border Protection
Department of Defense (DCIS, NCIS, USAF-OSI, MP)
Diplomatic Security Service
Drug Enforcement Agency
Federal Air Marshal Service
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Federal Protective Service
Fish and Wildlife Service
Forest Service
Immigration &amp; Customs Enforcement
Internal Revenue Service
Office of Inspector General (Please specify which OIG in the other comment
below)
Transportation Security Administration
US Attorney’s Office - CI
US Marshal Service
US Mint Police
US Park Police
US Postal Inspection Service
US Secret Service
Prefer not to answer
Other __________

2) How long have you served with your current agency? (If retired or separated, please
list how long you served with the organization you separated from)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 14 years
15 to 20 years
More than 20 years
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3) How long have you been with the Federal Government (excluding military service)?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 14 years
15 to 20 years
More than 20 years

4) Have you worked for another Federal Agency (other than your current agency)?
o Yes
o No
If you answered yes to Question 4 please list other agencies you have worked for
in the space below.

5) What is your current pay category/grade? (If retired or separated, please list the
highest grade achieved)
o
o
o
o
o

GS 1-6 (or equivalent)
GS 7-12 (or equivalent)
GS 13-15 (or equivalent)
Senior Executive Service
Other __________

6) How long have you served in your current pay category/grade? (If retired or
separated, please list how long you served in the highest pay category/grade you
achieved)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 14 years
15 to 20 years
More than 20 years
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7) Which best describes the total years of service in your professional career?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
16 to 20 years
21 to 25 years
26 to 30 years
More than 31 years

8) Are you retired or separated from federal government service?
o Yes
o No
9) What is your gender?
o Male
o Female
o Prefer to not respond.
10) Are you a veteran of the armed forces of the United States?
o Yes
o No
If you answered yes to the above question regarding military service, please indicate
all branches in which you served?
o
o
o
o
o

Army
Navy
Marine Corps
Air Force
Coast Guard

11) What is the highest level of education you have completed?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than High School
High School Diploma/GED or equivalent
Trade or Technical Certificate
Some College (no degree)
Associate&#39;s Degree
Bachelor&#39;s Degree
Masters Degree
Doctoral/Professional Degree (e.g. Ph.D., MD, JD)
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12) Have you served in a headquarters unit at the national level?
o Yes
o No
13) What is your supervisory status? (If retired or separated, please list your supervisory
status at time of separation)
o
o
o
o
o
o

Senior Leader
Manager
Supervisor
Team Leader
Non-Supervisor
N/A

14) Have you served as a member of a state/county/local/tribal law enforcement,
firefighting, emergency management agency, or emergency medical response
organization?
o Yes
o No
SECTION II: The following ten questions are regarding organizational structure.
Please consider the following definitions when providing your response:
Homeland Security Organization: A governmental agency that has the responsibility to
lead, manage, and coordinate multi-jurisdictional emergency response operations.
Organizational Structure: The formal apparatus through which organizations accomplish
the division of labor, and the coordination of work (Scott, 1992).
Bureaucratic Model: Focused on division of work, efficiency, productivity, and control.
Can be rapidly implemented and holds that there is one right way to do a task
(Organization Communication Channel, 2018).
Open System Model: Described as flat organizations, this model lacks formal
organizational structures in favor of loose boundaries. Looks for the best method of task
completion (Ibid).
Hierarchical Command Structure: Top-Down rigid structures focused on leadership
authority and roles (Hillyard, 2002).
Decentralized Command Structure: Characterized by pushing decision making authority
to the lowest level, often in the field where work is being performed (Ibid).
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National Incident Command Structure: Incident Command Structures outlined by
DHS/FEMA in the National Incident Management System; places a single commander or
unified command staff in overall control of operations.
NOTE: If you are retired or separated, please use the agency you separated from as your
"current agency" as applicable.
15) How familiar are you with the following types of organizational structures?

Bureaucratic model
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command
Structure
Decentralized Command
Structure
National Incident Command
Structure

Not at all
familiar
❏
❏
❏

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
familiar
familiar
familiar familiar
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

16) To what extent do you agree that the following types of organizational structures are
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization?
Not at all
effective
Bureaucratic model
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command
Structure
Decentralized Command
Structure
National Incident Command
Structure

❏
❏
❏

Slightly
Neither
Very Extremely
effective effective or effective effective
ineffective
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

17) Which of the following organizational structures best describes the structure of your
current agency?
o
o
o
o
o

Bureaucratic
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command Structure
Decentralized Command Structure
Other __________
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18) How would you rate the effectiveness of the organizational structure of your current
agency?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Not at all effective
Slightly effective
Neither effective or ineffective
Very effective
Extremely effective
Prefer not to answer

19) During routine operations, which of the following organizational structures do you
believe is most effective?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Bureaucratic
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command Structure
Decentralized Command Structure
National Incident Command Structure
Other __________

20) During emergency operations, which of the following organizational structures do
you believe is most effective?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Bureaucratic
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command Structure
Decentralized Command Structure
National Incident Command Structure
Other __________

21) To what extent do you agree with the statement that appropriate organizational
structure is important for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization?
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
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22) To what extent do you agree with the statement that homeland security organizations
should utilize a hierarchical command structure?
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Agree
Strongly agree

23) To what extent do you agree with the statement that homeland security organizations
should utilize a decentralized command structure?
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Agree
Strongly agree

24) To what extent do you agree with the statement that the command structure defined in
the National Incident Management System (ICS) is effective?
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Agree
Strongly agree

25) To what extent do you agree with the statement that a homeland security organization
should use a different organizational structure for the management of emergency
operations than it does during routine operations?
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Agree
Strongly agree

Please use the following space to elaborate on any of your responses, or to provide
additional insight regarding Section II and Organizational Structure.
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SECTION III: The following nine questions are regarding leadership models/styles.
Please consider the following definitions when providing your response:
Homeland Security Organization: A governmental agency that has the responsibility to
lead, manage, and coordinate multi-jurisdictional emergency response operations.
Leadership Model/Style: Method used to influence, motivate, and enable others to
achieve a common goal or objective and contribute to the success of an organization
(Urh, 2017).
Autocratic Leadership: Characterized by dictatorial leadership that orders and directs
while seeking little to no feedback from the workforce. Leaders enforce policy with
heavy hands, and subordinates are expected to follow direction as given.
Transformational Leadership: Leaders modify or transform their behavior to align to that
of the follower in a given situation in order to motivate and inspire, and ultimately
increase performance and outcome (Lord, et al, 2017).
NOTE: If you are retired or separated, please use the agency you separated from as your
'current agency' as applicable.
26) How familiar are you with the following leadership models/styles?

Autocratic Leadership
Transformational
Leadership

Not at all
familiar
❏
❏

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
familiar
familiar
familiar familiar
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

27) To what extent do you agree that the following types of leadership models are
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization?

Autocratic Leadership
Transformational
Leadership

Not
effective

Slightly
effective

❏
❏

❏
❏

Neither
Very Extremely
effective or effective effective
ineffective
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

28) Which of the following leadership styles is most prevalent at your current agency?
o Autocratic Leadership
o Transformational Leadership
o Other __________
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29) How would you rate the effectiveness of the leadership style of your current agency?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Not at all effective
Slightly effective
Neither effective or ineffective
Very effective
Extremely effective
Prefer not to answer

30) To what extent do you agree with the statement that the appropriate organizational
leadership model is important for the effective operation of a homeland security
organization?
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Agree
Strongly agree

31) To what extent do you agree with the statement that a homeland security
organization&#39;s leadership model should be aligned with its organizational
structure?
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Agree
Strongly agree

32) To what extent do you agree with the statement that a transformational leadership
model correctly aligns with the following organizational structure?
Strongly Disagree
disagree

Bureaucratic model
Open System
Hierarchical Command
Structure
Decentralized Command
Structure

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

❏

❏
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Neither Agree Strongly
agree or
agree
disagree
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏

❏

33) To what extent do you agree with the statement that an autocratic leadership model
correctly aligns with the following organizational structure?
Strongly Disagree
disagree

Bureaucratic model
Open System
Hierarchical Command
Structure
Decentralized Command
Structure
National Incident Command
Structure

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

Neither
agree or
disagree
❏
❏
❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

Agree Strongly
agree
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

34) Which of the following leadership styles is most appropriate for the successful
operation of a homeland security organization?
o Autocratic Leadership
o Transformational Leadership
o Other __________
Please use the following space to elaborate on any of your responses, or to provide
additional insight regarding Section III and Leadership Models/Style.
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Appendix D: Introduction Letter to Expert Panel Members

July 22, 2021
Good day:
My name is Lowell Dimoff, I am a doctoral candidate at Saint John’s University’s Lesley
H. and William L. Collins College of Professional Studies: Criminal Justice, Legal
Studies and Homeland Security Division. I am also a law enforcement officer within
DHS. I am requesting your assistance and participation as a Subject Matter Expert to help
evaluate a survey instrument developed to conduct my research.
My dissertation will evaluate the most effective type(s) of organizational structure and
leadership style for a homeland security organization. I am hopeful that the results of this
research, informed by homeland security and law enforcement practitioners such as
yourself, will help homeland security leaders posture their organizations in the best
possible manner to respond to emergency situations and accomplish their missions.
Because a study like this has not been done in the past, an original survey has been
created that must be validated by subject matter experts.
The amount of time, effort, and resources involved in your participation as a Subject
Matter Expert will be minimal. If you agree to participate, please click on the
QuestionPro© link below and complete the survey. The survey consists of 34-questions
that require radio button responses, optional free-write text boxes are provided
throughout the questionnaire for participants to elaborate on any element of the survey. It
is anticipated that the survey will take no longer than 30 minutes to complete. The survey
itself is anonymous and you will not be asked to furnish any biographical data that can
identify you. Once you have completed and submitted the survey, please evaluate the
survey by clicking the second link below to the survey evaluation rubric. Your name will
remain confidential and will not be included in and documents published with my
dissertation.
The data collected from this survey will be used for completion of my doctoral
dissertation. It is not being conducted or sponsored by any government agency. Your
participation is purely voluntary; however, it would be greatly appreciated and considered
a valuable contribution to this research project.
It is my sincere hope that the information gained from this research will help homeland
security agencies and professionals achieve their mission to protect this great country and
her citizens, and that it will help improve morale and quality of life for employees of
these organizations.
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I thank you in advance for considering this request and hope you agree to participate in
this research project by clicking the link below. If there is anything about the study or
your participation that is unclear or that you do not understand, if you have questions or
wish to report a research-related problem, you may contact me at 917-279-1337,
Lowell.Dimoff18@my.stjohns.edu or my faculty sponsor, Doctor Keith Cozine, at 718990-1852, cozinek@stjohns.edu. For questions about your rights as a research
participant, you may contact the University’s Institutional Review Board, St. John’s
University, Dr. Raymond DiGiuseppe, Chair digiuser@stjohns.edu 718-990-1955 or
Marie Nitopi, IRB Coordinator, nitopim@stjohns.edu 718-990-1440.
Please click the following link or cut and paste this address into your web browser to
complete the survey: https://hsols-sme-panel.questionpro.com. After you have
experienced the live survey, please click on the following link, or cut and paste this
address into your web browser and complete the rubric to evaluate the survey:
https://hsolsevaluationrubric.questionpro.com. A .pdf version of the survey has been
attached to this email for reference while completing the rubric.
Thank you and Stay Safe!
Lowell Dimoff Doctoral Candidate, Saint John’s University

293

Appendix E: Survey Validation Rubric
INTRODUCTION:
You are invited to participate as a Subject Matter Expert to evaluate
the Homeland Security Organizational Structure and Leadership Survey (HSOLS) by
completing the following questionnaire. The HSOLS was designed to help identify the
most effective organizational structure(s) and leadership model(s) for a homeland
security organization.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. There are no foreseeable
risks associated with this project. However, if you feel uncomfortable answering any
questions, you can withdraw from the survey at any point. As a subject matter expert in
homeland security leadership and emergency response management your input into the
validity of the HSOLS is instrumental to this study. Your responses will be strictly
confidential and anonymous and data from this research will be reported only in the
aggregate.
If there is anything about the study or your participation that is unclear or that you
do not understand, if you have questions or wish to report a research-related problem, you
may contact me at 917-279-1337, Lowell.Dimoff18@my.stjohns.edu or my faculty
sponsor, Doctor Keith Cozine, at 718-990-1852, cozinek@stjohns.edu. For questions
about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the University’s Institutional
Review Board, St. John’s University, Dr. Raymond DiGiuseppe, Chair
digiuser@stjohns.edu 718-990-1955 or Marie Nitopi, IRB Coordinator,
nitopim@stjohns.edu 718-990-1440.
Thank you very much for your time and support. Please start the survey
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evaluation tool now by clicking on the Continue button below.
INSTRUCTIONS:
There are eleven sections containing seventeen questions for you to evaluate the
Homeland Security Organizational Structure and Leadership Survey (HSOLS) in terms
of: 1) clarity, 2) wordiness, 3) negative wording, 4) overlapping responses, 5) balance, 6)
use of jargon, 7) appropriateness of responses listed, 8) use of technical language, 9)
applicability, 10) relationship to the problem, and 11) survey instructions.
Each area will be represented as a question or series of questions for you to score using a
4-point Likert scale:
1 = Not Acceptable: Major modifications needed
2 = Below Expectations: Some modifications needed
3 = Meets Expectations: No modifications needed, but could be improved with minor
changes
4 = Exceeds Expectations: No modifications needed.
If you score any question as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations, you will be directed
to a free-write text box to provide feedback for improvement, please be specific. At the
end of the questionnaire there will be a general free write text box you can use to add any
general comments and/or recommended revisions.
NOTE: This rubric was modified from the Survey/Interview Validation Rubric for Expert
Panel (VREP), by Marilyn K. Simon and Jacquelyn White (2016).
SECTION I: CLARITY
1) Questions are complete.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #1 ("Clarity") which you rated as Not
Acceptable or Below Expectations.
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2) Only one question is asked at a time.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #2 ("Only one question is asked at a
time") which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

3) Questions are understandable.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #3 ("Questions are understandable")
which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

4) Questions are direct and specific.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #4 (Questions are direct and specific")
which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.
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SECTION II: WORDINESS
5) Questions are Concise.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #6 ("Questions do not contain
unnecessary words") which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

6) Questions do not contain unnecessary words.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #6 ("Questions do not contain
unnecessary words") which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

SECTION III: NEGATIVE WORDING
7) Questions are asked in the positive, i.e. “Which method is used?” versus “which
method is not used?”
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #7 ("Questions are asked in the
positive...") which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.
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SECTION IV: OVERLAPPING RESPONSES
8) Responses do not cover more than one choice.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #8 ("Responses do not cover more than
one choice") which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

SECTION V: BALANCE
9) Questions are unbiased, and do not lead participant to a response.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #9 ("Questions are unbiased...") which
you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

SECTION VI: USE OF JARGON
10) Terms are understandable by population (homeland security leaders and
practitioners).
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #10 ("Terms are understandable...")
which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.
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11) Questions are free from agency specific jargon and terminology.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #11 ('Questions are free from jargon...')
which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

SECTION VII: APPROPRIATENESS OF RESPONSES
12) Response options to questions allow participants to respond appropriately.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #12 ('Response options allow participants
to respond appropriately') which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

SECTION VIII: USE OF TECHNICAL LANGUAGE
13) Technical language is limited and appropriate.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #13 ("Technical language is limited and
appropriate") which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.
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SECTION IX: APPLICABILITY
14) Questions relate to daily practices or expertise of participants (homeland security
leaders and practitioners).
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #14 ("Questions relate to daily practices
or expertise of participants") which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

SECTION X: RELATIONSHIP TO PROBLEM
15) The questions are sufficient to answer the research purpose of the survey.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #15 (" The questions are sufficient to
answer the research purpose of the survey") which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below
Expectations.

SECTION XI: SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS
16) Survey instructions are easy to follow and understand.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
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Please provide suggestions to improve question #16 ("Survey Instructions are easy to
follow and understand") which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

17) Definitions of terms provided in the survey instructions are understandable.
o 1 = Not Acceptable: Major Revisions Needed.
o 2 = Below Expectations: Some Modifications Needed.
o 3 = Meets Expectations: No Modifications Needed, but can be improved with
minor changes.
o 4 = Exceeds Expectations: No Modifications Needed.
Please provide suggestions to improve question #17 ('Definitions of terms are
understandable') which you rated as Not Acceptable or Below Expectations.

Comments/Suggestions: Please use the following space to add any commentary on the
HSOLS, recommendations, or suggested edits not already mentioned.
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Appendix F: HSOLS Version-2 (Pilot Version)
INTRODUCTION:
You are invited to participate in a survey designed to identify the most effective
organizational structure(s) and leadership model(s) to ensure the success of a homeland
security organization.
This survey consists of 34 questions and will take approximately 15-minutes to
complete. Throughout the survey you will find text boxes; feel free to explain, clarify, or
qualify your responses, and to add options not specifically presented in the questionnaire.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary.
There are no foreseeable risks associated with this project. However, if you feel
uncomfortable answering any questions, you can withdraw from the survey at any point.
Your survey responses will be strictly anonymous and confidential, and all data from this
research will be reported only in the aggregate. Although this dissertation may result in
either publications or presentations, your responses will be coded and will remain
confidential.
If there is anything about the study or your participation that is unclear or that you
do not understand, if you have questions or wish to report a research-related problem, you
may contact me at 917-279-1337, Lowell.Dimoff18@my.stjohns.edu or my faculty
sponsor, Doctor Keith Cozine, at 718-990-1852, cozinek@stjohns.edu. For questions
about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the University’s Institutional
Review Board, St. John’s University, Dr. Raymond DiGiuseppe,
Chair digiuser@stjohns.edu 718-990-1955 or Marie Nitopi, IRB
Coordinator, nitopim@stjohns.edu 718-990-1440.
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Please start with the survey now by clicking on the Continue button below and
continue until you reach the "Thank you for completing this survey" banner.
SECTION I: The first fourteen questions are designed to capture information
regarding your current assignment and professional background.
1) Which of the following agencies are you currently assigned to? (If retired or
separated, please list the organization you last served with)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Border Patrol
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms &amp; Explosives
Coast Guard Investigative Service
Customs and Border Protection
Department of Defense (DCIS, NCIS, USAF-OSI, MP)
Diplomatic Security Service
Drug Enforcement Agency
Federal Air Marshal Service
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Federal Protective Service
Fish and Wildlife Service
Forest Service
Immigration &amp; Customs Enforcement
Internal Revenue Service
Office of Inspector General (Please specify which OIG in the other comment
below)
Transportation Security Administration
US Attorney’s Office - CI
US Marshal Service
US Mint Police
US Park Police
US Postal Inspection Service
US Secret Service
Prefer not to answer
Other __________

2) How long have you served with your current agency? (If retired or separated, please
list how long you served with the organization you separated from)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 14 years
15 to 20 years
More than 20 years
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3) How long have you been with the Federal Government (excluding military service)?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 14 years
15 to 20 years
More than 20 years

4) Have you worked for another Federal Agency (other than your current agency)?
o Yes
o No
If you answered yes to Question 4 please list other agencies you have worked for
in the space below.

5) What is your current pay category/grade? (If retired or separated, please list the
highest grade achieved)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

GS 1-6 (or equivalent)
GS 7-9 (or equivalent)
GS 10 (or equivalent)
GS 11 (or equivalent)
GS 12 (or equivalent)
GS 13 (or equivalent)
GS 14 (or equivalent)
GS 15 (or equivalent)
Senior Executive Service
Other __________

6) How long have you served in your current pay category/grade? (If retired or
separated, please list how long you served in the highest pay category/grade you
achieved)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 14 years
15 to 20 years
More than 20 years
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7) Which best describes the total years of service in your professional career?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than 1 year
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
16 to 20 years
21 to 25 years
26 to 30 years
More than 31 years

8) Are you retired or separated from federal government service?
o Yes
o No
9) What is your gender?
o Male
o Female
o Prefer to not respond.
10) Are you a veteran of the armed forces of the United States?
o Yes
o No
If you answered yes to the above question regarding military service, please indicate
all branches in which you served?
o
o
o
o
o

Army
Navy
Marine Corps
Air Force
Coast Guard

11) What is the highest level of education you have completed?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Less than High School
High School Diploma/GED or equivalent
Trade or Technical Certificate
Some College (no degree)
Associate&#39;s Degree
Bachelor&#39;s Degree
Masters Degree
Doctoral/Professional Degree (e.g. Ph.D., MD, JD)
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12) Have you served in a headquarters unit at the national level?
o Yes
o No
13) What is your supervisory status? (If retired or separated, please list your supervisory
status at time of separation)
o
o
o
o
o
o

Senior Leader
Manager
Supervisor
Team Leader
Non-Supervisor
N/A

14) Have you served as a member of a state/county/local/tribal law enforcement,
firefighting, emergency management agency, or emergency medical response
organization?
o Yes
o No
SECTION II: The following eleven questions are regarding organizational
structure.
Please consider the following definitions when providing your response:
Homeland Security Organization: A governmental agency that has the responsibility to
lead, manage, and coordinate multi-jurisdictional emergency response operations.
Organizational Structure: The formal apparatus through which organizations accomplish
the division of labor, and the coordination of work (Scott, 1992).
Bureaucratic Model: Focused on division of work, efficiency, productivity, and control.
Can be rapidly implemented and holds that there is one right way to do a task
(Organization Communication Channel, 2018).
Open System Model: Described as flat organizations, this model lacks formal
organizational structures in favor of loose boundaries. Looks for the best method of task
completion (Ibid).
Hierarchical Command Structure: Top-Down rigid structures focused on leadership
authority and roles (Hillyard, 2002).
Decentralized Command Structure: Characterized by pushing decision making authority
to the lowest level, often in the field where work is being performed (Ibid).
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National Incident Command Structure: Incident Command Structures outlined by
DHS/FEMA in the National Incident Management System; places a single commander or
unified command staff in overall control of operations.
NOTE: If you are retired or separated, please use the agency you separated from as your
"current agency" as applicable.
15) How familiar are you with the following types of organizational structures?

Bureaucratic model
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command
Structure
Decentralized Command
Structure
National Incident Command
Structure

Not at all
familiar
❏
❏
❏

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
familiar
familiar
familiar familiar
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

❏

16) To what extent do you agree that the following types of organizational structures are
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization?
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly
disagree
disagree agree or
agree
agree
disagree
Bureaucratic model
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Open System
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Hierarchical
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
Decentralized
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
National Incident
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure

17) Which of the following organizational structures best describes the structure of your
current agency?
o
o
o
o
o

Bureaucratic
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command Structure
Decentralized Command Structure
Other __________
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18) How would you rate the effectiveness of the organizational structure of your current
agency?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Not at all effective
Slightly effective
Neither effective or ineffective
Very effective
Extremely effective
Prefer not to answer

19) During routine operations, which of the following organizational structures do you
believe is most effective?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Bureaucratic
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command Structure
Decentralized Command Structure
National Incident Command Structure
Other __________

20) During emergency operations, which of the following organizational structures do
you believe is most effective?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Bureaucratic
Open System Model
Hierarchical Command Structure
Decentralized Command Structure
National Incident Command Structure
Other __________

21) To what extent do you agree with the statement that appropriate organizational
structure is important for the successful operation of a homeland security
organization?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree

308

22) To what extent do you agree with the statement that homeland security organizations
should utilize a hierarchical command structure?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree

23) To what extent do you agree with the statement that homeland security organizations
should utilize a decentralized command structure?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree

24) To what extent do you agree with the statement that the command structure defined in
the National Incident Management System (ICS) is effective?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree

25) To what extent do you agree with the statement that a homeland security organization
should use a different organizational structure for the management of emergency
operations than it does during routine operations?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
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Please use the following space to elaborate on any of your responses, or to provide
additional insight regarding Section II and Organizational Structure.

SECTION III: The following nine questions are regarding leadership models/styles.
Please consider the following definitions when providing your response:
Homeland Security Organization: A governmental agency that has the responsibility to
lead, manage, and coordinate multi-jurisdictional emergency response operations.
Leadership Model/Style: Method used to influence, motivate, and enable others to
achieve a common goal or objective and contribute to the success of an organization
(Urh, 2017).
Autocratic Leadership: Characterized by practices that tend to centralize power,
authority, and decision making (Callier, 2020). Leaders enforce policy, and subordinates
are expected to follow direction as given.
Transformational Leadership: Leaders modify or transform their behavior to align to that
of the follower in a given situation in order to motivate and inspire, and ultimately
increase performance and outcome (Lord, et al, 2017).
NOTE: If you are retired or separated, please use the agency you separated from as your
'current agency' as applicable.
26) How familiar are you with the following leadership models/styles?

Autocratic Leadership
Transformational
Leadership

Not at all
familiar
❏
❏

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
familiar
familiar
familiar familiar
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

27) To what extent do you agree that the following types of leadership models are
effective for the successful operation of a homeland security organization?

Autocratic
Leadership
Transformational
Leadership

Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly
disagree
disagree agree or agree
agree
disagree
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏

❏

❏
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❏

❏

❏

❏

28) Which of the following leadership styles is most prevalent at your current agency?
o Autocratic Leadership
o Transformational Leadership
o Other __________
29) How would you rate the effectiveness of the leadership style of your current agency?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Not at all effective
Slightly effective
Neither effective or ineffective
Very effective
Extremely effective
Prefer not to answer

30) To what extent do you agree with the statement that the appropriate organizational
leadership model is important for the effective operation of a homeland security
organization?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree

31) To what extent do you agree with the statement that a homeland security
organization’s leadership model should be aligned with its organizational structure?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
Strongly agree
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32) To what extent do you agree with the statement that a transformational leadership
model correctly aligns with the following organizational structure?
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly
disagree
disagree agree or
agree
agree
disagree
Bureaucratic model
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Open System
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Hierarchical
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
Decentralized
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
National Incident
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure

33) To what extent do you agree with the statement that an autocratic leadership model
correctly aligns with the following organizational structure?
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly
disagree
disagree agree or
agree
agree
disagree
Bureaucratic model
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Open System
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Hierarchical
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
Decentralized
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure
National Incident
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
Command Structure

34) Which of the following leadership styles is most appropriate for the successful
operation of a homeland security organization?
o Autocratic Leadership
o Transformational Leadership
o Other __________
Please use the following space to elaborate on any of your responses, or to provide
additional insight regarding Section III and Leadership Models/Style.
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Appendix G: Introduction Letter to Pilot Members

August 08, 2021
Good day:
My name is Lowell Dimoff, I am a doctoral candidate at Saint John’s University’s Lesley
H. and William L. Collins College of Professional Studies: Criminal Justice, Legal
Studies and Homeland Security Division. I am also a law enforcement officer within
DHS. I am requesting your assistance and participation in a research project as part of my
doctoral dissertation.
I am contacting you to serve in a pilot group to evaluate a survey instrument developed to
conduct my research. My dissertation will evaluate the most effective type(s) of
organizational structure and leadership style for a homeland security organization. I am
hopeful that the results of this research, informed by homeland security and law
enforcement practitioners such as yourself, will help homeland security leaders posture
their organizations in the best possible manner to respond to emergency situations and
accomplish their missions. Because a study like this has not been done in the past, an
original survey has been created that must be piloted and statistically analyzed for
reliability before it can be launched.
The amount of time, effort, and resources involved in your participation will be minimal.
If you agree to participate, please click on the QuestionPro © link below and complete the
survey. The survey consists of 34-questions that require radio button responses, optional
free-write text boxes are provided throughout the survey for participants to elaborate on
any element of the survey. It is anticipated that the survey will take no longer than 15
minutes to complete. The survey itself is anonymous and you will not be asked to furnish
any biographical data that can identify you. Your name will remain confidential and will
not be included in any documents published with my dissertation.
The data collected from this survey will be used for completion of my doctoral
dissertation. It is not being conducted or sponsored by any government agency. Your
participation is purely voluntary; however, it would be greatly appreciated and considered
a valuable contribution to this research project.
It is my sincere hope that the information gained from this research will help homeland
security agencies and professionals achieve their mission to protect this great country and
her citizens, and that it will help improve morale and quality of life for employees of
these organizations.
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I thank you in advance for considering this request and hope you agree to participate in
this research project by clicking the link below. If there is anything about the study or
your participation that is unclear or that you do not understand, if you have questions or
wish to report a research-related problem, you may contact me at 917-279-1337,
Lowell.Dimoff18@my.stjohns.edu or my faculty sponsor, Doctor Keith Cozine, at 718990-1852, cozinek@stjohns.edu. For questions about your rights as a research
participant, you may contact the University’s Institutional Review Board, St. John’s
University, Dr. Raymond DiGiuseppe, Chair digiuser@stjohns.edu 718-990-1955 or
Marie Nitopi, IRB Coordinator, nitopim@stjohns.edu 718-990-1440.
Please click the following link or cut and paste this address into your web browser to
complete the survey: https://hsols-pilot.questionpro.com. Please be sure to answer all
questions and continue until you click ‘done’ and see the “Thank you for completing this
survey” message.
Stay safe!
Lowell Dimoff,
Doctoral Candidate, Saint John’s University
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Appendix H: Key Terms
Please consider the following definitions when providing your response:


Homeland Security Organization: A governmental agency that has the
responsibility to lead, manage, and coordinate multi-jurisdictional emergency
response operations.



Organizational Structure: The formal apparatus through which organizations
accomplish the division of labor, and the coordination of work (Scott, 1992).



Bureaucratic Model: Focused on division of work, efficiency, productivity, and
control. Can be rapidly implemented and holds that there is one right way to do a
task (Organization Communication Channel, 2018).



Open System Model: Described as flat organizations, this model lacks formal
organizational structures in favor of loose boundaries. Looks for the best method
of task completion (Ibid).



Hierarchical Command Structure: Top-Down rigid structures focused on
leadership authority and roles (Hillyard, 2002).



Decentralized Command Structure: Characterized by pushing decision making
authority to the lowest level, often in the field where work is being performed
(Ibid).



National Incident Command Structure: Incident Command Structures outlined by
DHS/FEMA in the National Incident Management System; places a single
commander or unified command staff in overall control of operations.



Leadership Model/Style: Method used to influence, motivate, and enable others to
achieve a common goal or objective and contribute to the success of an
organization (Urh, 2017).



Autocratic Leadership: Characterized by practices that tend to centralize power,
authority, and decision making (Caillier, 2020). Leaders enforce policy, and
subordinates are expected to follow direction as given.



Transformational Leadership: Leaders modify or transform their behavior to align
to that of the follower in a given situation in order to motivate and inspire, and
ultimately increase performance and outcome (Lord, et al, 2017).
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Appendix I: St. John’s Institutional Review Board Approval

IRB-FY2022-39 - Initial: Initial - Exempt - St. John's
D
do-not-reply@cayuse.com
Thu 7/29/2021 12:27 PM

To:
 cozinek@stjohns.edu;
 Lowell Dimoff
* External Email *

Federal Wide Assurance: FWA00009066
Jul 29, 2021 12:26:57 PM EDT
PI: Lowell Dimoff
CO-PI: Keith Cozine
Dept: Crim Jus, Leg Stud & Hmlnd Sec
Re: Initial - IRB-FY2022-39 Effective Organizational Structure and Leadership Theory for
Homeland Security Organizations
Dear Lowell Dimoff:
The St John's University Institutional Review Board has rendered the decision below
for Effective Organizational Structure and Leadership Theory for Homeland Security
Organizations.
Decision: Exempt
PLEASE NOTE: If you have collected any data prior to this approval date, the data must
be discarded.
Selected Category: Category 2.(ii). Research that only includes interactions involving
educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), survey procedures,
interview procedures, or observation of public behavior (including visual or auditory
recording).
Any disclosure of the human subjects’ responses outside the research would not
reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the
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subjects’ financial standing, employability, educational advancement, or reputation.
Sincerely,
Raymond DiGiuseppe, PhD, ABPP
Chair, Institutional Review Board
Professor of Psychology
Marie Nitopi, Ed.D.
IRB Coordinator
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Appendix J: Written Comments HSOLS Section II
ID

58320045

58318639

58195163

58147860

58147431

58135434

QUOTE
Q-18 To clarify neither effective or ineffective: The
agency only exists but seems to have no goal,
although a mission statement exists, not all
tasks support the mission. Maintaining a
routine is the focus. Temporary strategic
objectives change every few
The most successful organizations I have seen are
those that are flexible and agile. Pyramid
structures are okay from a command and
control perspective but lack the elasticity to
conform to rapidly developing events. Push C3
down to the lowest level and support those on
the line
Top down structure is needed - someone has to be in
command. Input from lower ranks should be
welcome, but structure and unity of command
keeps focus.
NIMS creates a hierarchy. An open system would be
great but is not practical under current
conditions.
Interesting questions and I enjoyed the exercise. In the
field folks work around structure and
management to get the job done. Not sure there
is an answer but letting the front line do their
jobs and supporting them is important
Decentralized command from HQ or regional
leadership is essential; HQ should provide
guidance, vision, direction, and remember they
should support operations in the field (not
micromanage them)

58134122 A flexible structure is necessary.
58056818 I am employed by USDA-OIG
Over 20 years active and reserve duty with US Army
including SOCOM and many years in federal
law enforcement. What separates SOCOM
from straight leg infantry - flat structure,
58000919
treating troops like adults and individual
accountability. The same model is seen in
federal and local special operations teams. One
could argue a higher caliber individual goes
into special units, that higher standards and
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CATEGORY

General

Flexible /
Combo

Hierarchical

General

General

Decentralized

Flexible /
Combo
General

Flexible /
Combo

57987071

57986881

57650446

57565730

57559610

training are the result, that structure impacts, or
that the excellent results are from a
combination.
Having served in local law enforcement (NYPD) for
several years before jumping to the federal side
after 9/11 and working for 2 different federal
law enforcement agencies I have observed that
local law enforcement tends to be more
paramilitary then the federal side. Federal law
enforcement (at least at the special agent level)
is more 'collegiate' in feel - this breeds
innovation and free thinking but only with
trained, educated, and qualified individuals.
Sometimes, the difference causes stress when
locals and feds come together. NIMS was
supposed to fix that but has not.
Framework is important, but in reality people in the
field work around most obstructions to get the
job done. This is only relevant in nonemergency operations where the constraints of
HQ are felt in daily work
Structure is necessary but no plan survives first contact
with the enemy. In this time structures need to
remain flexible and agile to adjust to evolving
situations
Not sure which is the best for Homeland Security in the
U.S. - however, given that the U.S. has largest
sub[1]political divisions with various law
enforcement agencies in the world, which all
participate to some extent in the "Homeland
Security" process - whatever model is used
today may be the most effective since it has
been successful so far
Open structures would be appropriate for units that do
public relations and liaison.

57525197 Hard to pick just one, each structure has pros/cons.
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General

General

Flexible /
Combo

General

General
Flexible /
Combo

57523424

57477069

57433084

57380746

57379579

My organization has historically been at the forefront
of technological innovation. It uses an
open/decentralized structure to allow for free
thinking and dialogue. If it were an option I
would have selected "learning organization"
rather than the selections in the survey.
Although some think of FAA as regulatory or
research focused, but we do have response
responsibilities in the face of emergency. I
would point to FAA leaders making the rapid
decisions to request military support and
ground all air traffic on 9-11. A bureaucratic of
hierarchical structure would definitely have
delayed those decisions.
I selected the option of extremely familiar with NIMS
due the exhaustive on-line training I have had
on it. I have never actually seen it used.
Homeland Security Org Structure
Recognizing that organizations are moving toward
more transparency and openness, the ultimate
mission of homeland security organizations is
to train for and be prepared to execute
emergency operations. In those environments,
a strict chain of command ensures unity of
command and focus.
I believe that the Open and Decentralized on paper are
the best for law enforcement and homeland
security agencies. But in reality most people
that make promotions in the civil service are
incapable of executing them. NIMS is a great
idea, but again requires qualified and well
trained executives and leaders. Probably why
we are all still built like pyramids when
successful corporations abandoned those
models years ago.
The way I understand this survey, Organizational
Structure would apply to the entire department.
I think that most homeland security
organizations have top down charts, but in the
field the lines are more blurry.
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Decentralized

General

Hierarchical

Decentralized

General

57353944

57353502

57352884

57352220

A combination of hierarchical structure that utilizes a
decentralized command philosophy works best.
During emergency operations, 1 Commander
with a unified staff will ensure that all
subordinate commands are unified in
addressing the emergency. Decentralized
Command Philosophy should still be used but
under the National Incident Command
structure. It promotes initiative in bringing new
ideas or processes forward that the unified staff
may adopt
I believe in a hierarchal structure but it has to have
good oversight from above. The leaders at the
top have to merit their positions. For the most
part, that doesn't happen at my agency.
Therefore an open system model may be
something to consider
The flexibility of an overall organizational structure to
allow for situational changes to itself is critical
to the overall effectiveness of an organization.
Most of today's government organizations
employ a rigidity of bureaucratic structure that
is self limiting and tends to lead to bureaucratic
paralysis in emergency situations
The organizational Structure should vary based on the
task/situation. Hierarchical Command
Structure/Bureaucratic Model/Decentralized
Command. Let us use FEMA's response to a
hurricane for example. Ideally there should be
a Hierarchical Command Structure with one
person making decisions (where to deploy,
resources, selection of personnel, etc.).
Nonetheless, tasks have to be divided among
teams via a Bureaucratic Model (although
there may be more than one right way to
accomplish a task). Furthermore, within these
teams, tasks should be divided using a
Decentralized Command in the field. Example:
The medical personal applying a tourniquet to
a field casualty should not await chain of
command clearance to do so. Assess, render
aid, evacuate, account for personnel, and report
status up the chain. That does not have to come
from the top down, but could be briefed via an
operational/emergency plan beforehand.
Personnel have to be able to think on their own
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Flexible /
Combo

Hierarchical

Flexible /
Combo

Flexible /
Combo

57351536

57350959

57350450

57349912

57349351

and be self sufficient in emergency situations.
In routine situations the Hierarchical
Command Structure is most effective
To be effective during both emergency and routine
operations, agencies must trust the agent in the
field with the authority to perceive, decide, and
act. A bureaucracy or centralized hierarchy
extends the decision-making process in the
field beyond the ability for agents to react to
evolving situations (i.e., organizational
structures cannot match the decision-making
speed of opposing forces in the field - only
agents and small units can.)
I strongly believe my organization should follow the
Hierarchical Command Structure. While I feel
everyone’s voice should be heard I also feel
there should be defined roles and leadership
should set that standard. Using my career as an
example, It took me years to finally get
promoted, but somehow the positions “voice”
doesn’t mean as much as it did. A change in
philosophy now enables my subordinate, for
example, as much input as I have
Traditional means of govt organizations aren't
necessarily effective. What may have worked
well years ago may not be applicable in todays
society. Govt leadership needs to change with
the times.
Boots on the ground can best identify needs to
accomplish tasks presented in real time. Local
leadership has the obligation to provide
necessary resources and ensure the intent of
those involved in the process at the point of
product is well considered. This can only be
accomplished when we have well trained and
dedicated individuals that are able to think
through processes in real time
There has to be a hierarchy so that ultimately decisions
can be made and security operations can be
most effective. However, if leadership isn’t
taking into account the advice, thoughts, and
experience of the people beneath them in the
chain of command, then their decision may not
be most informed and therefore not the most
effective Homeland Security Org Structure
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Decentralized

Hierarchical

General

Decentralized

Hierarchical

I believe that decentralized command is only
appropriate at the Field Office level down
because the mission statement for the
organization at that level is clear and would
allow the Field Office latitude to allow
management and front line supervisors the
ability to give leeway to the operational
57348875
employees and their supervisors on how to
complete the mission. Centralized command at
the organizational level keeps the mission clear
and allows the delegation of authorities and
courses of action to be determined by the
subordinate elements. This creates greater
efficiency during routine operations
57348064 None
A hierarchical command structure provides stability
and clearer, organized responsibilities if
leadership is willing to implement their
authority. Oftentimes, it seems leadership is
unwilling to make changes for fear of backlash
or owning negative consequences. A
decentralized command structure allows
opportunities for all staff to apply strengths,
57347473
gain leadership skills, and develop effective
decision making capabilities that improve
internal motivation and job satisfaction for
staff and can improve the overall success of an
agency. National incident command structure
is important when every second and decision
matters and should be initiated by trained,
experienced individuals prepared and
connected to handle such operations
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Hierarchical

General

General

I have duel reporting responsibilities. I report to a SES
for daily assignments and activity and I'm
directly supervised by a GS-15 (equivalent).
The SES uses a hierarchy style of
management. It's a "his way" is the only way
and there are no discussions or opportunities to
respectfully disagree without getting flogged.
Also, the SES micro manages employees many
pay grades below resulting in low morale and
failure to develop other leaders. The GS-15
direct supervisor uses more of a decentralized
command structure. I find this a great
environment. I feel I receive more leadership
development as I'm empowered to make my
own decisions and learn from mistakes. I see
the GS-15 in a more high functioning
environment with empowered employees
57346838
handling there own problems allowing senior
leaders to focus more on the big picture. The
SES is so far in the weeds on issues making
decisions for other leaders under him, it has
negative results. Such as, no leadership
flexibility, ineffective communication and poor
spirits among subordinates. During an
emergency response or incident management,
The National Incident Command Structure can
be put into place. I feel DHS leadership cannot
work through any emergency alone and a
Unified Command (UC) can be built so that
leaders from other organizations can work
together at the same level sharing information.
The span of control is reduced and the UC can
be more strategic making critical decisions and
directly working to solve a problem
Rigid command structures are necessary in large
organizations to provide standardization and
cooperation across wide areas, but that rigidity
can cause problems when unforeseen
57345978
circumstances arise which require innovative
thinking and approaches to new problems. The
challenge is to provide enough latitude for free
thinking and flexibility, balanced against the
need for order and standardization
Top echelon components should be updated to see the
57344043
national picture but should not control all
operations, especially during an emergency
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ICS

Hierarchical

Decentralized

57343241

57342558

57328430

57327360

I have operated under a hierarchical command structure
on a big picture level, but I agree adjusting that
structure to NIMS/ICS depending on the
current operating status; i.e., emergency
response, or in a criminal case investigation.
Both are top-down.
Different operational needs call for different
organizational structure. A clear mission
statement are crucial for the success of gov’t
agencies, and neither of those two particulars
mitigate the positive impact of decentralized
command.
During emergency events/ critical incidents, a
decentralized command structure allows for
more rapid and effective tactical decision
making. The leader “on the ground” needs to
be empowered to make decisions that are often
time sensitive. The need to push information
up and down a lengthy chain of command
slows response actions. Homeland Security
Org Structure
It has been my experience that the situation should
usually dictate the response. The limitation of
the organizational structures survey in my
opinion limits the belief that an organization
can effectively employ multiple structures.
However, if the goal of this survey is to
identify the very best structure for the whole of
the agency, I would submit that a Hierarchal
structure is the cleanest and best structure.
However, in my opinion, a Hierarchal structure
succeeds more often than others because it
employees elements of all organizational
structures throughout the system. Take the
Department of Defense, most if not all would
definitely say that the DoD is a pure Hierarchal
structure. However, the DoD has subordinate
commands, that it affords decision making
authority, further so, battlefield commanders
are afforded the authority to make timely
decisions, allowing for a decentralized
command. The whole of the agency is
Hierarchal, but it has elements of all structures.
However, even with the multiple types of
organizational structures within the DoD, the
commanders afforded decision making
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Hierarchical

Flexible /
Combo

Decentralized

Flexible /
Combo

57326433

57325799

57325318

57148961
57126551

57112416

authority still report back through a chain of
command, tying it back to Hierarchal. In my
opinion, this is why the DoD is able to carryout
such a vast number of mission sets and why
their organization is much more successful
than other organizations. When one compares
the DoD organizational structure to TSA, the
stark difference in how an organization is run
shines bright. However, I would submit that
TSA believes they are a Hierarchal
organization, when in fact they are a
Bureaucratic organization sprinkled with the
open system model. This is why they fail at
their mission.
Although I recognize the need for a defined hierarchy
decision making should be based on the
decentralized model.
The use of both a hierarchical command structure (for a
field office or specific agency) and
decentralized command structure (for teams
and small units) could both be used and
situational dependent.
While I found the I can answer the questions with the
supplied responses, further clarification on
certain aspects of the mission, require different
models of organization. i.e. Administrative and
HR, vs Operations Policy or Incident
Reporting.
I think an open system to foster relationships is needed
during “routine” operations, but a more
structured system like NIMS is needed during
response activities
None
Each organizational structure has its pros and cons.
Ideally an organization should have the
flexibility to capitalize on the benefits of more
than one structure than to focus on the
rigidness of a traditional comfortable one. For
example, the Hierarchical Command Structure
is very successful in managing an organization
when the expected end result is always known
such as with a typical regulatory type system.
This is not the case for agencies who’s mission
is traditionally law enforcement or emergency
response related. Much more flexibility and
autonomy is needed for those in the field, at
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Decentralized

Flexible /
Combo

General

General
General

Flexible /
Combo

57096848

57088468
57087155

57072695

57040144

57026893
57022658
56995902

the lowest levels, to respond appropriately to
unexpected events as they happen. As is the
case, a combination of a Decentralized
Command type Structure and the National
Incident Command type Structure would prove
to be more advantageous and be better at
setting up those in the field for mission
success. Allowing more autonomy to those
making the decisions on the ground in an ever
changing environment and avoiding
punishment for those that cross an invisible
regulatory line would lead to more successes
than failures.
Difficult to answer in some cases. I feel that HS should
use more of an open/decentralized model, but I
feel that they are systemically built around
archaic bur acratic models and that the leaders
are too steeped in that legacy to let go. I was
around when DHS was created and we had the
opportunity to start from scratch, to take the
best lessons from all of the legacy agencies
that were absorbed by DHS but all we did was
the same old thing, in many cases only
retaining the bad.
NIMS came into fashion after I left federal service
Law enforcement and homeland security organizations
are paramilitary in nature, while
decentralization of command can empower
officers in the field the unit must be built in a
to-down fashion
Based my responses on the definitions of the terms
provided, I know a couple pf these structures
by other names
I have never worked in an open system model, but
reading the definition provided I think it would
be the most effective Homeland Security Org
Structure
Good questions, but difficult to answer without more
background. I think a balance between the
benefits of all of these systems would be best
as attributes of each have value.
A hierarchical structure is best for a law enforcement
agency as rapid decisions need to be made
Organizational structure is essential for accountability
and dissemination of tasks.
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Decentralized

General
Hierarchical

General

Open

Flexible /
Combo
Hierarchical
General

56949367
56946252

56939240

56893817

56888826

56870600

56835838

NIMS came to be after my retirement, I have no actual
experience with it.
When implemented correctly, which rarely happens
during emergency response, NIMS is the best
manner to structure the command staff
Organizations have to be flexible in design to respond
to a variety of situations. One size fits all does
not work in real time application.
For routine operations, I believe a decentralized system
is best, because it provides Field Leadership
and employees with the most latitude to adapt
to the circumstances of their area of operations.
For emergency operations, I believe the
hierarchal model or incident model is best to
coordinate and share information on a National
scale. To maximize effectiveness, Field
Leaders and employees should be briefed on an
annual basis on how the system works (for
TSA/FAMS, the Critical Incident Management
Groups). Field should also assign specific
POCs to coordinate with the CIMG. It had
been my experience that HQ elements are very
familiar with the process, but Field elements
are unclear on the jargon and expectations.
Field Identification and reporting of available
PPE during the early stages of the pandemic
immediately comes to mind.
I was not sure about the types of structure so I
answered neither
In my current agency they have an us against them type
of mentally for many years very ineffective
type of management style. What does could’ve
been how the agency was created very much
disconnected from the top down.
Based on my years of experience, I have noted that
leadership in the US government struggles
with timely and efficient responses to
challenges of natural disasters or national
security.

328

General
ICS
Flexible /
Combo

Flexible /
Combo

General

General

General

ICS is incredibly effective for incidents when properly
implemented and hierarchical / bureaucratic
leaders empower and permit subject matter
experts in various tasks to perform their
missions without undue interference while
providing support. Most detractors of ICS
haven't seen it properly implemented in their
own organizations, thus it negatively colors
some individuals' opinions. I generally
disagree with some bureaucratic leadership
styles as the "one-solution" to a problem is a
rather closed-minded method of thinking that
stifles innovation and potential internal
56834903
transformational leaders that could achieve
better results given more freedom, even within
a hierarchy. A significant negative impact to
my organization's success is a combined
bureaucratic AND subjective promotional
process that is oft-considered ineffective and
results in promotions of individuals that
sometimes lack significant relevant experience
that impacts their effectiveness in certain
future positions. (We are a rank-in-person, not
rank-in-position agency, thus we may see
hierarchical and even ICS leaders in positions
by virtue of rank and not by virtue of
knowledge in that specific capacity.)

ICS

Note: The author corrected for spelling errors if adjustment did not change meaning, and
eliminated or modified language that could have identified a respondent or agency as
indicated.
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Appendix K: Written Comments HSOLS Section III
ID
58644652

58404828

58404038

58318639

58195163

58193064

58148270

QUOTE
NA
Retired military O6, and been in multiple federal
organizations. The tendency that I have
observed, often from military folks like
myself, is to implement rigid top-down
command structures and to exercise tight
autocratic (dictatorial) leadership styles. I
think this is either because we tend to hire
many veterans and that is what they know (or
think they know), or because that is the easy
way out as it can be easier to dictate than to
delegate, collaborate, and engage. Perhaps it
is that we attract alpha types that want to
control. Certainly there are times, such as a
hot firefight, where an autocratic leadership
style is needed, but those times are much rarer
than most leaders would like to think. Or
workforces are educated, well trained,
experienced, and have diverse backgrounds more fool the leader who tunes them out.
I responded that I neither agree or disagree with either
model listed because I think each can work. A
lot has to do with the individual leader, the
unit led, and the situation
It may not be possible to define the single best
leadership style for any organization. Leaders,
versus managers, need to adjust, delegate
when necessary, take charge when required,
stay out of the weeds, and support their
workforce.
I do not see this being a one or the other; autocratic
and transformational are not mutually
exclusive. A leader should use the style that
compliments the situation. Leadership is an
art.
Overall transformational leadership is the way to go.
There are times when an autocratic approach
is needed - but otherwise does not foster good
environment.
An option not listed best describes my agency, us
versus them. Management has little interest in
the opinions of the officers. Until we break
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CATEGORY
General

General

Flexible /
Combo

Flexible /
Combo

Flexible /
Combo

Transformational

General

58147431
58134122
58001699
58000919

57993303

57992478

57991339

57991055

57987881

57987570

that mindset we are setup for poor
performance.
Guys gravitate to good leadership. Take care of
people, focus on that and we will follow.
I responded that I disagree that an autocratic style is
affective - but I feel there are times there it is
needed.
There are times when a leader must take charge and be
direct, but most of the time a more democratic
approach can be used.
See my earlier comments.
I have attended various agent sponsored courses in
which transformational styled leadership is
taught and everyone leaves energized. Then
people get back to their offices and find they
cannot use those skills due to institutional
problems. Needs to start and be enforced from
the top down.
Leadership style is a independent choice made by each
leader. Senior leaders can set a tone but
frequent changes impact longevity
For years government mostly promotes not the best
and brightest but those that either suck up or
fit a certain diversity quota which has only
increased in recent years. More than
effectiveness DC looks at metrics. As such
nothing will change, but appreciate your
intent
Transformational leaders will fail in traditional
bureaucracies as the system is set up for
autocrats who will destroy them. Likewise
autocratic leaders are too narrow minded to
succeed in open models. The problem lies less
with the models implemented at HQ and more
with the inept people often selected as bosses
As a retired guy with over 25 years of service I have
seen the good the bad and the disgraceful.
This is largely an academic exercise but what
it boils down to is simple; treat people with
respect and decency, do not abuse your
position, and trust your people. The books and
theory come in and out of fashion - but the
answer is right in the Bible.
Thanks for the survey. The reality between what HQ
thinks is happening and what is actually
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General
Flexible /
Combo
Flexible /
Combo
General

General

General

General

General

General

General

57987071

57986881

57986721
57650446

57524546

57523424

57477069

happening in the field is vastly different. HQ
edicts tend to distract leaders from the
mission, and often times field folks spend
time trying to figure out how to work around
poor policy to get the job done, and have the
CYA mentality to survive. I do not know the
answer but less bureaucracy and HQ staying
out of the weeds is certainly part of it.
Homeland Security Org Structure
Like my previous comment, based on my experience
in both local, federal, and joint law
enforcement operations, I think that the
federal side tends to me more lax than the
uniforms. Each style has a place and one size
does not fit all. Where we fail is to identify,
select and train leaders who have the
experience and maturity to not be tyrants, yet
not let the lunatics run the asylum unfortunately I have seen that the tendency is
to give the house away then take it back with
heavy handed leadership.
Leaders should be able to modify their behavior based
on situation and audience. Younger agents
may require a heavier hand to guide them but
experienced agents can be given more
freedom.
There are times (most) where a transformational style
is best, others (like emergency response) call
for more directional. More leaders should be
taught when to use each.
Like structure, leadership style need to be flexible to
adjust to situations
Just a comment about the survey. By the time I got
toward the end I had lost track of the
definitions provided. Hovering over a term if
the definition would have displayed would
have been nice. Lot to take in
See my comment regarding structure and the rapid
response to 9/11 - same with leadership.
Leaders need to be empowered to make
decisions without significant delays
Maybe I am cynical but I have little interest in
organizational structure or leadership - all HQ
fancy talk. What matters to me is my
immediate boss and how we function in
emergency. That had little to do with HQ and
332

General

Flexible /
Combo

Flexible /
Combo
Flexible /
Combo
General

General

General

57434367

57433367

57380746

57379907

57379579

57379027

57366803

more to do with people in the field getting the
job done despite DC
I think a transformational leadership style can be
applied to any structure, but I think autocratic
Transformational
style only matches with structures built on
control.
I have seen many variations of leadership style used at
my agency - no one model seems prevalent. I
Flexible /
Combo
think any leadership style can be adapted to
work with any structure.
See above comment. Transformational leadership (or
whatever you want to call it) should be the
model executed. It empowers employees,
relies on teamwork versus the all knowing and
seeing autocrat, BUT requires that we
Transformational
promote the right people train them and
support them. This survey is a nice idea and I
applaud your effort but I have been in this
business too long to think that we will
improve.
The term transformational leadership is new to me,
however the definition of it provided is not - I
Transformational
responded to the questions on the definition
not the name
I have often heard that leadership is an art; in practice
I have seen people who were good leaders or
Flexible /
bad leaders. Many times it is not just the style
Combo
that is bad but the individual. A good leader
should have many tools in his toolbox to use
to get the job done
Thank you for the opportunity to complete this survey.
General
Leaders in my location, while maybe well-intentioned,
are tied to military style leadership models
which are largely ineffective in our
operational environment, alienate employees,
tune out potentially valuable feedback, and
serve to damage morale of the unit. I have
only been assigned to a single field office so I
Flexible /
do not know if this mentality is systemic
Combo
throughout the agency. There are times where
a leader has to take charge and direct where
there is no time for a vote, however, day-today operations are much more mundane and
allow for a more open approach. Important to
know how to lead in both situations and when
to apply which style.
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57353944 no comment here
General
I believe my agency has a lot of untapped talent.
Selecting the wrong autocrat can sink a
country, city or organizational structure. A
good leader makes his own decisions but not
listening or ignoring the ideas of your
57353502
Transformational
workforce does that agency a great disservice.
That gets lost in an autocratic leadership
structure. Transformational structures are
most effective in my opinion. Especially in
my agency
Autocratic leadership has its place, however the
overwhelming failure in execution of the
autocratic leadership style in most
bureaucratic government systems is the focus
on management over leadership. It is possible
to develop inspiring autocratic leaders for
bureaucratically heavy organizations, but this
57352884
Autocratic
is seldom done. The net result is people
talented in "checking boxes", which leaves a
gap in the inspirational process leading to the
propagation of underwhelming managers and
a fundamental lack of leadership by example
or inspiration Homeland Security Org
Structure
The organizational Structure may have to be adjusted
based on the task/situation. Autocratic
Leadership / Transformational Leadership
Flexible /
Everyone is not a natural leader. Some
57352220
employees are problem solvers down in the
Combo
trenches. Transformational Leadership is
important when moral is low, survivability or
success is questioned.
Autocratic/Transformational leadership are not
Flexible /
mutually exclusive in an leader and both can
57351536
be appropriate at different times. Both must be
Combo
used (and used appropriately) to be effective
Again I don’t feel it’s as simple as choosing one over
the other. I prefer a more structured approach
that defines policy, leaders and roles. That
said, if these are properly defined and the
Flexible /
57350959
organization is complete aware, I believe
Combo
some decisions and/or tasks can certainly be
pushed to a lower (subordinate) level. Leaders
still need to lead.
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Current leadership styles w/in DHS are traditional and
not reflective of a Transformational style.
More emphasis is put into politics that the
respective mission of the organization, as well
as the diverse workforce that supports it. Nontraditional leadership styles should be piloted
57350450
w/in DHS to see how applicable it is to the
mission. Most leaders in DHS are very
traditional and don't want to make the "right"
decisions on their own, in fear of retribution
or a short tenure in office. It is time for a
change of leadership styles to take a foothold
in govt
The ever evolving national threats are/could be
different from the ever evolving local threats.
Although there are overlapping considerations
that should be incorporated into the overall
structure of Homeland Security local threats
have a higher risk to those particular locations
and leaders should be allowed to address them
regardless of overall considerations. “What’s
most important RIGHT NOW?” Needs to be
57349912
in the forefront of every employee’s thinking
(for everyday Point if process
implementation). Long term national level
initiatives need to be planned out further, but
my experiences tell me that these come from
locality specific solutions that make more
sense than what is currently SOP deployed
across the spectrum
Autocratic leader ship is necessary, everyone can’t be
the top decision-maker. There has to be one
individual ultimately makes the decision or
else it would be chaos, not only for daily
operations but in particular in crisis command.
Again I need to add the caveat that leaders,
57349351
true leaders, will take into account the advice
thoughts and experience of the people around
them and beneath them, to make an informed
and accurate decision. If they are discounting
that very crucial input, then not only are they
not good leaders, but the decision they make
has a probability of being less than optimal
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General

General

Autocratic

57348875

57348517

57347473

57346838

At an organizational level, the leadership model
should be very deliberate and bureaucratic due
to the size of the component. This slow
moving decision making process is critical to
ensure correct decisions are made with
minimal effect to subordinate elements. At
lower levels in the organization, the
General
leadership model should become less
bureaucratic and more dynamic as required by
the more specific mission modes. As the work
progresses down to the lowest operational
elements, the conditions set for mission
success should become simpler and clearer
believe in leading by example and not
micromanagement. I don’t believe everyone
can be a leader, but I do believe that leading
by example and giving people tasks without
Transformational
micromanaging will bring out the leadership
potential of others for further development.
This to me is more in line with the
transformational leadership style
The Transformational Leadership style allows for the
development of professionals at all levels,
establishes a sense of trust and respect in
employees, highlights talents and abilities that
may have been otherwise overlooked, creates
a sense of pride and ownership among team
members in tasks accomplished and agency,
motivates staff to work diligently for the
betterment of the agency, and prepares
tomorrow’s leaders. Leaders I’ve witnessed
who implement this leadership style are
Transformational
highly successful, have dedicated, highly
motivated staff who perform at a much higher
level and create higher quality products and
resources; however, the large majority of
supervisors I have worked with do not use this
leadership style and it is reflected in their
team’s poor performance, lack of motivation,
dissidence, and low Federal Employee
Viewpoint Survey (FEVS) scores for the
agency
I have a direct supervisor (GS-15) and a SES day to
day senior leader I work for.... I used the SES
General
day to day leader to rate in this survey

336

57345978

57345177

57343241

57342558

57328430

57328031

Neither model will work in a vacuum. There are times
when autocratic leadership becomes
necessary. There are times when open
Flexible /
leadership has its advantages. Once again,
Combo
balance, flexibility, and the intelligence to j is
when to use which is more important than a
decision to use one over the other at all times
Homeland Security Organization should have a leader
who truly understand the basic essence of
such an organization. A leader that has
worked his/her way up through the ranks. Not
a Bureaucrat who espouse only what’s on
Transformational
paper. A transformative leader who not only
has empathy from experience but one who
believes in change, evolution for the better
good of the organization’s life blood; its
people. Homeland Security Org Structure
Nothing further, great survey
General
Speaking to current style I responded regarding my
current office. Transformational leader ship
salvaged our entire field office! In spite of
headquarters at times implementing autocratic
or hierarchical leadership structures, with
strongly leadership at the local level, the
Transformational
(sometimes) negative impact on morale can be
mitigated substantially. Productivity,
efficiency, morale, and attitude improve
immeasurably under transformational
leadership.
I am retired, but I have observed emerging leaders
within government trend toward the
transformational model — a significant
change from the past. I see this as a positive
trend for the health of the agency and crucial
Transformational
to keeping a motivated and professional
workforce. Times, expectations, and
generational norms change, leaders need to
change with them.
For the questions regarding leadership style alignment
to various structures - I think a solid leader
Flexible /
can adapt either style to the environment
Combo
he/she operates in.
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It is my belief that an Autocratic Leadership style is
the best leadership style to lead a multi
faceted organization. Part of this belief is that
it makes my belief that a Hierarchal
organization is the best organizational model
for DHS. By aligning the leadership style and
organizational model, the intent and direction
of an agency is clear and understood to all
employees. This ensures that leaders are
effectively carrying out the organizational
requirements. If you have a difference in
leadership style from the organizational
structure, you have an organization and work
force that does not know which path to
follow. You also ensure leaders within the
organization "freelance" and start building
mini kingdoms. This has the ability to destroy
an agency, and negatively impact the
organizations mission. In my opinion, TSA
experiences this across the agency. The
Bureaucratic model and open model, lead to
57327360
senior leaders who direct their divisions or
groups in a manner counter to the stated
mission of the agency. You most often see
this at any of the TSA controlled airports.
That is why the saying goes, if you've been to
one airport, you've been to one airport. Instead
of standardizing requirements and holding
senior leaders to those requirements, you have
directorates abiding by requirements, and
other directorates applying the requirements
in a way the senior leader believes they should
be applied. This creates chaos across the
agency if you interact across the organization.
Where local leaders should be given the
flexibility to apply the requirements to their
specific locations because of the specific
circumstances of that location or population,
those requirements should and must comply
with overall requirements of the organization.
Or the organizations requirements really don't
mean anything, except to headquarters/staff
level application.
Relationship between structure and leadership model
57326884
(at least at the operational level) is important
as an autocratic style may have a stifling
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Autocratic

General

57325799

57148961

57112416

57096848

57070760

57030740

57026893

impact on an open or decentralized structure,
conversely a transformational leader may
flounder in a bureaucracy
Transformational leadership by its definition works
great within a homeland security organization
as long as the right "leaders" are appointed
and/or promoted from the team level to the
head or body of the organization.
No one style will address all situations, a combination
of styles should be used based on the activity
Please refer to my response in the previous section as
it is very similar. Overall, the leadership
structure of a law enforcement/emergency
response type of agency should be designed to
support those that are completing the missions
in the field, not the other way around. This
includes accepting recommendations and
advice from those getting their hands dirty
even when it doesn't feel comfortable from
behind a desk. The field leader helps keep
things in check in this type of system because
they are doing (or should be doing) the same
work alongside their employees while leading
from the front.
Here is the rub, after more than 30 years of service. I
indicated that a transformational leadership
style is most appropriate but I have only seen
a few leaders, fewer senior leaders in the
department who can actually execute that
style. NIMS is built largely on a
bureaucratic/top-down structure - or at least
that is how it is usually implemented. Nice
survey, great questions, I applaud the effort,
but do not have hopes of any significant
changes to the status quo.
I agree that both leadership models listed have their
place and time for use based on the
environment, audience, and situation.
Over several decades I have seen (and been trained in)
various models of structure and leadership. It
always comes full circle and leaders do what
is necessary to succeed.
Like my last comment, attributes of both models
referenced in the survey are valuable, or
counter-productive depending on how
applied.
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Transformational

Flexible /
Combo

General

Transformational

Flexible /
Combo
General

Flexible /
Combo

Individuals have creative ideas and could add value to
56995902
leadership models. Homeland Security Org
General
Structure
In my years I have seen the latest leadership models
fall in and out of favor, attended the mindnumbing training classes attempting to change
56951323
General
‘culture’ each time a new administration takes
over or after an agency failure. It’s all the
same and boils down to getting the job done
Good questions. Upon further reflection, I would have
elaborated more on my preference for
transformational leadership within flexible
organizational structures (hierarchal model
with decentralized decision making on routine
operations). Homeland Security Leaders are
called upon to do a lot (both mission-wise and
administratively) while operating in an ever
changing environment (threats, departmental
focal points, political winds, etc.) They are
asked to (and must) adapt, empower their
people (find them the right assignments,
encourage them to find their own, and allow
them to make mistakes and learn from them),
and (most importantly) develop trust and
respect through exceptional communication.
They have to ask people to do a lot, on shortnotice, and often with little guidance (or
worse, shifting guidance). In these
56949571
Transformational
circumstances, people must trust and respect
their leaders (local and HQ) are not setting
them up for failure. The demands of their
regular duties (administrative matters,
meetings, etc.) prevent them from having
enough time to build the necessary trust and
respect with their people, and discover their
true strengths to set them up to succeed. As a
result, leaders with the skillsets to be
transformational leaders do not have a
maximize impact on their immediate team and
the rest of the agency. And, if they do, they
are then promoted or moved to another
location and replaced by a leader who may not
be as effective. Autocratic leadership (or at
least the appearance of it) then emerges, trust
and respect are harder to establish, morale
suffers, and so does commitment to the
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56947605
56947113

56946252
56888826

56870600

56851235

56835838

mission. Autocratic leaders still have their
place though. To me, the challenge is
identifying and freeing up transformational
leaders, and pairing them with effective
autocratic managers. The audits, reports,
funding, meetings etc. will never go away,
and should be handled by the autocratic
leaders. The transformational ones can then
have the freedom to establish trust, inspire,
and shape values, perceptions, and have the
maximum impact on their people and the
mission. To tie it together (I am rambling, I
think), HS transformational leaders should be
freed up at HQ and local elements within a
hierarchal model (for emergency operations)
with local leaders having latitude to make
decisions on routine operations.
would have preferred more options for question 33.
Both models identified in this survey can be affective
when used properly. A good leader leads from
the front and uses different methods for
different people/things.
Leadership style matters at the organizational level,
but must be demonstrated by those in DC and
senior leaders throughout the agency.
None
The strength of great leadership is the people that they
lead. Leadership whom supports the workers
get more Productivity
Leadership style should adjust to the situation: i.e. a
more autocratic style may be appropriate for
establishing command and control, while
transformational may work better during more
routine operations.
I would think this style offers flexibility for managing
decision
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General
Flexible /
Combo
General
General

General

Flexible /
Combo
Flexible /
Combo

With respect to question 33, I chose transformational
over autocratic leadership by a thin margin.
While I would (and do) support and believe a
healthy level of autocratic leadership and
respect for the chain-of[1]command is
essential to the success of a Homeland
Security Organization; I must give a slight
nod to the importance of transformational
leaders within an organization for the sole
reason that threats to our nation's security are
constantly evolving. Leaders and
organizations that do things "because I said
so" or "because that's the way we've always
done it" without attempting to find ways to
56834903
innovate by both getting rid of extraneous
roles, tactics, equipment, and personnel and
seeking out new ways of doing business will
quickly become ineffective at their mission.
Transnational criminal organizations,
terrorists, and foreign adversaries of all types
constantly seek to innovate and identify
weaknesses that may be exploited, and often
the weaknesses of an organization can be
identified within its governing law, policy,
procedures, and culture. Without
transformational leadership to lead an agency
through these changes, lapses may occur,
reducing the effectiveness of the homeland
security organization.

Flexible /
Combo

Note: The author corrected for spelling errors if adjustment did not change meaning, and
eliminated or modified language that could have identified a respondent or agency as
indicated.
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